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SENATE—Tuesday, July 13, 1993

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m, on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order-by the acting President pro
tempore [Mr. WOFFORD].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

Gracious Father in Heaven, we thank
Thee for the recess, for work accom-
plished, for family and home, and for
safe return.

“‘God is our refuge and strength, a
very present help in trouble. Therefore
will not we fear, though the earth be
removed, and though the mountains be
carried into the midst of the sea;
Though the waters thereof roar and be
troubled, though the mountains shake
with the swelling thereof.”—Psalm
46:1-3.

Eternal God, Father of us all, our
hearts are heavy as we ponder the trag-
edy and suffering of those in the flood-
ed areas of the Midwest. We lift our
hearts in earnest intercession for every
community, every family, every indi-
vidual so sadly affected by this devas-
tation. We pray for those who have lost
loved ones. We pray for those who have
lost precious possessions. We thank
Thee for the many who have responded
to help, not only locally, but from all
over the country. We thank Thee for
the visit of President Clinton and Vice
President GORE. We thank Thee for the
promise of ready response from the
Federal Government.

Gracious God, for all of us who have
been untouched by this tragedy, help
us to be grateful for such a blessing.
Help us never to take for granted the
common benefits of life which are so
plentiful, so constant, so unfailing.

We pray in the name of Love incar-
nate. Amen.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 11 a.m., with Senators
permitted to speak therein for not to
exceed 5 minutes each. The first hour
shall be under the contrel of the Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 30, 1993)

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, prior
to the Independence Day recess, I stat-
ed my intention to proceed, upon our
return today, to S. 185, the Hatch Act
reform bill, and obtained a unanimous-
consent agreement, printed in today's
calendar of business as Order No. 95.

That order states that between 11
a.m. and 12:30 p.m. today, and then
again between 2:15 p.m. and 4 p.m.,
there would be debate on the motion to
proceed to that bill; and that at 4 p.m.,
the Senate vote on a motion to invoke
cloture—that is, to terminate debate
and filibuster—on the motion to pro-
ceed to that bill.

Over the recess period, my staff was
notified by Senator DOLE's staff that
the cloture vote on the motion to pro-
ceed would not be necessary and could
be vitiated and we could proceed to the
bill today, provided that there be no re-
corded votes today. I have indicated
that such a procedure is agreeable to
me, provided in turn that at least one
and, hopefully, more than one amend-
ment be offered today, with votes
scheduled for the first thing tomorrow
morning.

And so, Mr. President, our respective
staffs of the majority and minority
having worked the matter out, I will
now propound two unanimous-consent
agreements to revise the schedule
under which the pending bill will be
considered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 185

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I first
ask unanimous consent that at 2:15
p.m. today, the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 95, S. 185,
the Hatch Act reform bill; and that
once the managers have concluded
their opening statements, Senator
ROTH be recognized to offer an amend-
ment; and further, that the cloture
vote scheduled for 4 p.m. today on the
motion to proceed to S. 185 be vitiated.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that the period

for morning business today be extended
until 12:30 p.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each; and that the previous
order for morning business for Senator
BYRD remain in effect; and that the re-
cess period for the regular party con-
ferences today remain as previously or-
dered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

SCHEDULE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, as a
result of these agreements, the Senate
will today at 2:15 p.m. begin consider-
ation of S. 185, the Hatch Act reform
bill. During today, Senator ROTH will
offer an amendment. A vote on that
amendment will be scheduled for the
first thing tomorrow morning. There
may well be other amendments offered
today and other votes scheduled for to-
morrow morning.

Senators should be apprised of the
fact that this will be a very busy legis-
lative period. As is my practice, I have
written a letter to each Senator prior
to the Independence Day recess setting
forth the schedule for this legislative
period.

I repeat now that votes may occur at
any time the Senate is in session, un-
less otherwise announced on the floor.
We have to begin work on the several
appropriations bills. The House has
completed nine of them, and I suspect
we will be acting on several of them
during this legislative period. We will
also have, of course, the conference re-
port on the reconciliation bill, and I
hope and expect a number of other
measures will be the subject of our ac-
tion during this period.

So Senators can and should expect,
unless otherwise announced, legislative
session each weekday during this pe-
riod with votes possible, unless other-
wise previously stated or announced in
the future.

CONGRATULATIONS TO PRESIDENT
CLINTON FOR_A SUCCESSFUL G-1
SUMMIT

Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. President, I con-
gratulate President Clinton for a suc-
cessful and productive G-7 summit in
Tokyo last week. It is a good founda-
tion to promote U.S. economic inter-
ests and strengthen the world econ-
omy.

In the post-cold-war world, economic
security and expanding international
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markets are important factors for both
the developed world and developing na-
tions alike. The economies of the
world’s nations are interdependent, and
the future of the U.S. economy is close-
ly linked to the future of the world
economy. We have a central role in the
international economy. We therefore
have the responsibility to chart the
path of world growth as we approach
the 21st century.

Today both the United States and
other economies are struggling
through a post-cold-war restructuring.
In the fourth quarter of 1992, the an-
nual rate of real economic growth de-
clined 2 percent in France, by 3.3 per-
cent in Germany, by 0.3 percent in
Japan and by 2.3 percent in Italy. Un-
employment in developed nations re-
mains high: 11 percent in Canada, 10.8
percent in France and 9.4 percent in
Italy.

Economic growth in the United
States is slow. In the first quarter of
this year, U.S. gross domestic product
grew at an annual rate of 0.9 percent.
Unemployment remains at 7 percent.

The United States must provide lead-
ership to promote world economic
growth, and President Clinton has
demonstrated his commitment to ad-
dress the problems that confront the
world economy. The International
Monetary Fund has repeatedly rec-
ommended that the TUnited States
lower its Federal budget deficit to re-
store U.S. national savings to adequate
levels. President Clinton has proposed
a responsible plan to lower the Federal
deficit by $500 billion over the next 5
years. The majority in Congress is
committed to passing the President’s
plan.

At the G-T summit, President Clin-
ton’'s leadership in the effort to lower
the U.S. Federal budget deficit gave
him the authority to promote world
growth and fight for U.S. businesses
and workers in foreign markets. His
achievements at the G-7 summit in-
clude a market access package in the
Uruguay round negotiations, an aid
package for Russia and a framework
agreement to address the trade imbal-
ance between the United States and
Japan.

In Tokyo, the President achieved a
breakthrough on the market access
package, which is a preliminary step to
the successful completion of the Uru-
guay round. Among other things, this
market access package will eliminate
the tariff and nontariff measures on
pharmaceuticals, construction equip-
ment, medical equipment, steel, beer,
furniture, farm equipment, and dis-
tilled spirits. This breakthrough on the
market access package will provide the
momentum to lower other tariff and
nontariff barriers and to strengthen
the set of international trading rules
under the General Agreement for Tar-
iffs and Trade.

Completion of the Uruguay round
will provide a boost to the world econ-
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omy. As the world’'s largest exporter,
the United States will benefit from in-
creased access to foreign markets in
manufactured goods, agricultural prod-
ucts, and services. One economic fore-
casting firm estimated that 10 years
after the implementation of a Uruguay
round agreement, there would be a net
gain of 1.4 million jobs in the United
States. I therefore compliment Presi-
dent Clinton on his persistent efforts
to negotiate a successful conclusion of
the Uruguay round by December 15 of
this year.

President’s Clinton’s leadership also
paved the way for an agreement by G-
7T members to provide a $3 billion aid
package for Russia. This program of
loans and grants will help Russia move
to a market economy by speeding up
efforts to transfer inefficient state-
owned enterprises to private sector
control. These funds will make avail-
able operations for new enterprises, as
well as credits for exports, and will as-
sist Russia in making a successful
transition to a free enterprise system.

A successful Russian free market
economy will not only enhance free-
dom and strengthen democracy, it also
will increase prospects for solid invest-
ments by American businesses.

In the coming weeks, the Congress
will be working with the administra-
tion on an extensive review of the ex-
isting legislation affecting relations
between the United States and Russia.
We will seek to improve progress in
strengthening democracy and promot-
ing economic cooperation between the
two nations.

Another important step taken at the
summit was the new framework for the
economic relationship between the
United States and Japan. The trading
relationship between these two coun-
tries is out of balance. In 1992, Japan
had a bilateral trade surplus of $49 bil-
lion. In the first 4 months of 1993, that
trade surplus has increased 22 percent
on an annual basis. The President rec-
ognizes the need to address this recur-
ring trade imbalance with a com-
prehensive policy to open Japan’s mar-
kets to United States goods and serv-
ices.

Under the United States-Japan
framework for a new economic partner-
ship, Japan is committed to the goals
of increasing the access of foreign
goods and services to its markets, de-
creasing its current account surplus
and significantly increasing global im-
ports, including those from the United
States. But most importantly, the ad-
ministration has negotiated a frame-
work which will use objective criteria
to evaluate the progress in opening Ja-
pan’s markets. I am hopeful that the
President’s new framework agreement
with Japan is an important first step
in addressing the trade imbalance be-
tween the United States and Japan.

At times in the past, the G-7 summit
has been criticized as a forum that fails

15341

to accomplish any goals to promote
world economic growth. This year was
different, and I congratulate President
Clinton for his concrete achievements
to expand international markets and to
help U.S. businesses and workers com-
pete in foreign markets.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. BYRD].

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Mississippi.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Mississippi.

e ———

THE WORLD FOOD PROGRAMME

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, last
year the World Food Programme very
skillfully coordinated a relief effort to
deal with a very serious drought in
Southern Africa. The World Food Pro-
gramme has a record of many suc-
cesses.

It began as a small, 3-year experi-
mental program with less than $100
million in resources, and in 30 years
has grown into the largest source of
grant assistance to developing coun-
tries. While currently providing an av-
erage of more than $1.5 billion in as-
sistance annually, the World Food Pro-
gramme has invested approximately
$13 billion involving more than 40 mil-
lion tons of food to combat hunger and
promote economic and social develop-
ment throughout the developing world.

The World Food Programme’'s activi-
ties are not limited to food and eco-
nomic assistance. They also include
serving as the largest provider of grant
assistance for environmental activities
in developing countries. Since 1963, the
programme has given more than $5 bil-
lion in assistance to help developing
countries provide the necessary food
and fiber to sustain their people while
protecting their natural resources.

A highlight of its innovative and
imaginative leadership came in April
1992, when Southern Africa was threat-
ened by the worst drought that region
had seen in over 100 years. The United
Nations designated the World Food
Programme as the coordinator for the
distribution of almost 11.6 million tons
of commodities needed by the region.

Much of the success of the Southern
Africa relief effort can be credited to
the World Food Programme's executive
director, Catherine Bertini. Her capa-
ble leadership was indispensable in
making this monumental relief effort a
success. History should note that the
Southern Africa drought emergency
operation was a ftriumph which pre-
vented millions of people from suffer-
ing severe hardships, and thousands
from starving.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the World Food
Programme's report on the Southern
Africa drought emergency operation be
included in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

A DISASTER AVERTED: SOUTHERN AFRICA
FIGHTS THE DROUGHT OF THE CENTURY

While the world’s attention was riveted on
the emaciated Somali children, at the same
time, on the same continent, the largest pre-
ventive operation ever was unfolding suc-
cessfully in the drought-hit southern Afri-
ca—a relief effort based on regional coopera-
tion that effectively avoided disaster for 18
million people at serious risk.

Together, the 10 Southern African Develop-
ment Community ! countries and South Afri-
ca experienced the worst drought in this cen-
tury. There was a larger crop failure than
the Horn of Africa in the mid-1980s. Roughly
five times more food had to be brought into
the region than was shipped to the Horn dur-
ing the famine of 1984-85. The southern re-
gion, usually a food exporter, had to import
11.6 million tons of food with an estimated
food and transport cost of $4 billion (US).
This volume, a six-fold increase above nor-
mal imports, was to be added to existing
transport flows.

Much of this huge amount of food had to be
brought into landlocked countries (Zambia,
Zimbabwe, Malawi, Lesotho, Swaziland, Bot-
swana) through long overland routes and a
network of ports, roads and railways geared
for exports, not imports. It involved complex
and daunting logistics, and also put a great
strain on the regional transport system.

Only unprecedented regional coordination
could cope with such a challenge. Six trans-
port corridors and 12 ports (Dar es Salaam,
Nacala, Beira, Maputo, Durban, East Lon-
don, Port Elizabeth, Cape Town, Walvis Bay,
Namibe, Lobito and Luada) were used to
bring in the food commodities. Berthing pri-
orities, port congestion, warehousing, dis-
charge of ships and loading onto trains, bor-
der crossings, customs, tolls and levies,
transshipment, maintenance and many other
problems had to be solved to move food (both
aid and commercial) smoothly.

The region, however, had some compara-
tive advantages: with the exception of war-
ravaged Angola and Mozambique, it has a
fairly good infrastructure of rail, roads and
communications; a strong commercial sec-
tor; and, most importantly, the commitment
of governments and donors that people would
not go hungry—that the drought would not
turn into a famine.

The drought occurred at a time when coun-
tries in the region were facing economic re-
cession, structural adjustment and soaring
unemployment. In addition, eivil wars in An-
gola and Mozambique spilled over into neigh-
boring countries, as refugees fleeing drought
and violence poured in, especially to Malawi,
host to almost a million Mozambicans.

NEEDS AND PLEDGES

The alarm was sounded early by the Global
Information Early Warning System of the
UN Food and Agricultural Organization and
the U.S.-funded Famine Early Warning Sys-
tem, At the end of January 1992, the early
warnings were substantiated with reports of
food shortages, dwindling water supplies and
deaths of cattle due to lack of grazing. In
March, a joint Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation/World Food Programme mission, with
the support of other UN agencies, assessed
the needs in the 10 SADC countries and pub-

1SADC: Southern Africa Development Commu-
nity—its members are Angola, Botswana, Lesotho,
Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Swaziland, Tanza-
nia, Zambia and Zimbabwe.
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lished a special alert. Between April and
May, Governments, donors, the UN family
and private voluntary organizations re-
viewed the situation and drew up relief
plans. -

The potential consequences of the disaster
led the UN Office for Humanitarian Affairs
(DHA) to launch the joint UN/SADC appeal
in New York in the presence of the Secretary
General and organize a pledging meeting in
early June in Geneva. The appeal requested
$845 million (US) in emergency aid, including
1.6 million tons of targeted food aid (for vul-
nerable groups and the poorest segments of
the population with very limited purchasing
power) and 2.5 million tons of programme
food aid (for market sector to enable people
who had money to purchase food) for the
SADC countries only.

Donors responded generously and quickly,
especially the US, which began preparations
as early as December 1991. Pledges fulfilled
almost all the appeal, and by April 1993, al-
most 11.6 million tons of drought-related
commodities (food and fertilizer) had ar-
rived.

The United Nations then designated the
World Food Programme to act as its coordi-
nator for this massive logistics operation.
Working jointly with SADC, WFP coordi-
nated the flow of all food, including commer-
cial imports, throughout the region by estab-
lishing a Logistical Advisory Centre (LAC)
in Harare with a Support Unit in Johannes-
burg (within the South African Railway and
Port Authorities network). Port and railway
operations were coordinated through some 20
logistics experts posted to key points on the
network and funded through WFP by several
donors.

REGIONAL COORDINATION

The LAC, generously funded by the US,
amongst others, was a unique cooperative ef-
fort that coordinated relief logistics
throughout the region. It provided a working
link between donors, SADC governments,
shipping agents, contractors and transport
operators to deliver food (aid and commer-
cial) swiftly.

The LAC compiled and shared regional in-
formation on drought relief procurement,
importation, distribution and shortfalls, and
the flows of food. In addition, the LAC ob-
tained funds from donors, including a $5 mil-
lion (US) grant from the US and funds from
the Netherlands, Canada, Sweden, UK, Lux-
embourg and the African Development Bank,
used to help eliminate bottlenecks in SADC
countries. The LAC made it possible to buy,
lease or borrow equipment; install commu-
nication and signaling systems; repair rail
wagons and tracks; buy stacking machines,
weighing scales, tarpaulins, radios and faxes;
and, to repair and maintain roads and
bridges. The improvements made on the re-
gional transport system will remain in place
once the drought is over.

The weekly shipping bulletin issued by the
LAC contained up-to-date, detailed informa-
tion on all drought-related shipments (com-
modities, volume, destination port, arrival
and discharge dates, etc.) Obtaining, check-
ing and collating this vast amount of infor-
mation (more than 1,000 consignments with
25,000 information elements) was a major un-
dertaking that involved daily contact with
ports, railways, shippers and donors. Han-
dling up-to-date information about ship-
ments, bottlenecks and needs, the LAC could
ask donors and shippers to divert or speed
shipments according to need.

All UN Agencies, Governments and non-
governmental organizations participated in
the relief effort. Country-by-country infor-
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mation on the drought was issued by Agen-
cies and consolidated by DHA in Geneva in
monthly reports.

The relief effort demanded careful plan-
ning and unprecedented regional coordina-
tion. The experience gained and links forged
will continue to play a constructive role in
the region after the drought is over. As an
example of regional cooperation, in Decem-
ber 1992, when warned by LAC of an impend-
ing shortage of food for the commercial sec-
tor in Malawi, SADC countries agreed to
give priority to Malawi-bound shipments and
to loan Malawi grain from built-up stocks in
other countries.

AT COUNTRY LEVEL

Although each country chose its own ap-
proach to drought relief, generally Govern-
ments, UN agencies and NGOs pooled efforts,
resources and expertise to deliver aid to the
needy while avoiding duplication and over-
lapping. Decentralized and effective provin-
cial, district and ward councils played a key
role.

Non-Governmental Organizations (such as
Save the Children, Oxfam, Lutheran World
Federation, World Vision, Caritas, Care, Red
Cross, Africare, Concern/US, Food for the
Hungry International, Catholic Relief Serv-
ices and other missions and churches) were
often responsible for the final distribution of
food to people. UNICEF devoted resources to
providing potable water to thirsty villages.
Food-for-work schemes proved very success-
ful, especially in Zambia. Supplementary
feeding schemes at schools and health clinics
helped keep children and mothers in good
health, notably in Zimbabwe and Botswana.
Vulnerable household feeding was the strat-
egy in Lesotho.

Among the problems encountered were dif-
ficulties in registering beneficiaries in some
countries, which made for weak targeting. In
addition, inadequate reporting and monitor-
ing at the provincial level also hampered the
relief effort in Namibia and Botswana, while
war-ravaged Angola and Mozambique were a
logistics nightmare. Swaziland and Lesotho
also had a late start in drought relief, but fi-
nally succeeded in moving the food where it
was needed.

By March 1993, widespread rains had
blessed Malawi, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Tanza-
nia and (although delayed) Mozambique and
Botswana, where the crops were in good
health. However, in the case of Mozambique,
the areas planted were smaller because farm-
ers faced shortages of animal drought power,
tractors, seeds, fertilizer and tools—criti-
cally so in the case of Mozambique. The re-
gion will need a few years to fully recover,
but few lives were lost and a disaster was
averted because people, Governments and do-
nors cooperated in helping those in need.

The Southern Africa Drought Emergency
operation will go down in the annals of his-
tory as a great success—especially for the
millions of people who could have become
victims of the drought. The United Nations,
the World Food Programme, the inter-
national community, the U.S. government
and all the governments of the region de-
serve congratulations for a job well done and
a disaster averted.

APPOINTMENT BY THE PRESIDENT
PRO TEMPORE

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair, on behalf of the Presi-
dent pro tempore, pursuant to Public
Law 99-498 reappoints Lynn M. Burns,
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of Rhode Island, to the Advisory Com-
mittee on Student Financial Assist-
ance effective September 30, 1993.

The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

Mr. President, am I to be recognized
for 1 hour?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

LINE-ITEM VETO—IX

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this is the
ninth in my series of weekly 1l-hour
speeches on the line-item veto.

In my speech of the week preceding
the July 4 holiday, I noted the remark-
able economic and social changes that
had occurred in Rome and throughout
Italy during the period of Rome’s phe-
nomenal territorial expansion in the
third and second centuries B.C.

I noted that there had been an emer-
gence of two political factions: the
Optimates, who represented the senato-
rial oligarchy and other aristocrats;
and the Populares, or the people's
party, who represented the proletariat
and those elements that were dis-
contented with the existing social
order and who demanded certain re-
forms.

I also observed the growing rivalry
between the Senate and the equestrian
order. The roots of the equestrian order
went back to the days of early Rome,
to the equites who composed the cav-
alry of the Roman armies.

We also noted the rapid growth in the
latifundia, the large plantation-type
farms that spread throughout Italy and
that resulted from the diminishing
number of small family farms, from
which had come the stalwart citizen
soldiery during the centuries of the
regal period and the early and middle
Republics.

We noted also the growing slave
economy, the serious problem of unem-
ployment in the cities, the spread of
the latifundia and the diminishing
number of small family farms.

Tiberius Gracchus, who was a tribune
in 133 B.C., had been traveling through
Etruria when he noticed the dearth of
inhabitants. He noted that the soil was
tilled and the flocks were tended by
slaves. And he wondered how the great
Roman Republic could continue to be
independent and continue in its leader-
ship if the vanishing peasantry were
supplanted by slaves from foreign
countries. In those days, in order to be
a soldier one was required to have
property.

This concerned Tiberius and he felt,
in view of the vanishing peasantry
from the land, that the armies of Rome
would suffer.

I am reminded that Tiberius' con-
cerns were echoed by Oliver Goldsmith
in “The Deserted Village,”” who picked
up the theme that had so disturbed
Tiberius Gracchus.
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111 fares the land, to hastening ills a prey,

Where wealth accumulates, and men decay,;

Princes and lords may flourish, or may fade;

A breath can make them, as a breath has
made;

But a bold peasantry, their country’s pride,

When once destroyed, can never be supplied.

So, we see in this, another parallel
between the history of the Romans and
the history of our own country, as we
have experienced the shift away from
the small family farms to the large
corporate farms, and the movement
away from what was once a predomi-
nantly rural population in this country
to huge sprawling urban communities
with their problems of poverty, disease,
unemployment, crime, declining family
values, and declining religious values.

It was to these problems, therefore,
that Tiberius Gracchus, in 133 B.C.,
sought to address legislation which was
violently opposed by the Senate oligar-
chy. It cost him his life at the hands of
a mob made up of slaves and clients of
Senators and other aristocrats.

I have mentioned the word ‘‘client”
heretofore during this series of speech-
es, and I should digress momentarily to
explain the meaning of the term when
used in this context.

In early Rome, it was customary for
poorer citizens to attach themselves to
a rich or influential citizen in return
for his financial assistance or legal as-
sistance, and he thus became their pa-
tron. They—the poorer citizens who
had attached themselves to the more
influential citizen—became his clients.
And in return for his financial assist-
ance and other types of aid, they gave
to him their political support, and
their help in his private life. And it was
a matter of great prestige for the pa-
tron to appear in public surrounded by
a large delegation of these respectful
clients. They not only owed him their
political support and private help, but
they also owed him their respect, and
they showed this by greeting him in
the morning and by accompanying him
about the city.

Also, in those early times when
enemy peoples were conquered or when
an enemy city was captured, the con-
quered peoples were sold as slaves. It
was the right of any owner of a slave to
manumit that slave whenever and how-
ever he pleased, and when the owner
manumitted a slave, the freedman then
became his client and the former owner
became the patron.

The law recognized this relationship.
It had legal sanction. The patron and
his client were not allowed to give tes-
timony against one another.

In 124 B.C., Gaius Gracchus, the
younger brother of Tiberius, was elect-
ed tribune—following the death of his
brother by a decade. In 123 B.C., Gaius
was reelected tribune, contrary to the
established practice which precluded
one’s election to the same office unless
10 years had passed.

Gaius carried forward the agrarian
policies of his dead brother, and his
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aims went even further. Several of his
laws were clearly designed to strength-
en the equestrians and weaken the Sen-
ate as, for example, his law changing
the composition of juries so as to ex-
clude Senators from sitting on juries
and to allow the replacement of Sen-
ators as jurors by equestrians. That he
fully recognized the significance and
the implications of this law was shown
by his remark to someone that even if
he should die, he would leave it—mean-
ing the law—as a sword thrust into the
side of the Senate,

Gaijus also sought to reestablish an
Italian peasantry on the land—as his
brother had tried to do before him—as
a means of bringing new strength to
the Roman armies, while at the same
time ridding the cities of the hands.

Gaius was not successful in his effort
to be elected tribune for a third time.
When he was no longer tribune, the
consul, Lucius Opimius, summoned
Gaius to appear before the Senate to
answer questions concerning the ac-
tions that he, Gaius, had taken during
his two terms as tribune. Paterculus,
the historian, who lived between the
years 19 B.C. and 30 A.D., writes that
Gaius was determined not to be ar-
rested, not to appear before the Roman
Senate, and that, in his flight, at the
point of time in which he was about to
be apprehended by the emissaries of
Opimius, he offered his neck to the
sword of his friendly slave, Euporus.
The body of Gaius, like the body of
Tiberius before him, was
unceremoniously cast into the Tiber,
that he would not enjoy the quiet
repose of the grave. Many of his fol-
lowers were executed.

The Senate had suffered a great loss
to its prestige and its authority, and
even though the Gracchan threat had
been eliminated, the Senate owed its
victory to violence. This afforded a
precedent which might be turned
against the Senate itself. Moreover,
the alliance of the Equestrians and the
urban proletariat had proved to be
stronger than the Senate, and this, too,
was a lesson that was not lost on fu-
ture leaders ambitious for power.

While at Rome the interest had been
centered upon the struggle between the
Gracchans and the Senate, Roman ar-
mies had been busy fighting wars in
the defense of Roman territory, as a re-
sult of which, in 121 B.C., the Romans
became masters of southern Gaul, from
the Alps to the Pyrenees. In 112 B.C.,
Rome became involved in a serious
conflict in North Africa. Her involve-
ment revealed to the world the corrup-
tion of the ruling class in Rome, and it
rekindled the smoldering fires of inter-
nal political strife. The occasion was
the death, in 118 B.C., of Micipsa, suc-
cessor to Masinissa, King of Numidia
and loyal ally of Rome. Micipsa had be-
queathed his kingdom to his two sons,
Adherbal and Hiempsal, and to a neph-
ew, Jugurtha, whom he had adopted
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several years before. Jugurtha was able
and energetic, but also ambitious and
unscrupulous. While preparations were
being made for the division of the king-
dom among the three heirs, Jugurtha
had Hiempsal assassinated and expelled
Adherbal, who fled to Rome and ap-
pealed for aid.

It is difficult to understand the moti-
vations of the Roman Senate in the im-
broglio that followed. Rome had no ob-
ligation to interfere in the internal af-
fairs of the Numidians, but so success-
ful and influential were Jugurtha’'s
agents that a commission, sent to
Numidia in 116 B.C. to partition the
country between the rivals, gave to
Jugurtha the western and richer half of
the kingdom, leaving the eastern and
poorer part to Adherbal.

Jugurtha, however, had no intention
of ruling only half of the country. His
aim was to be the ruler of all of
Numidia. He provoked Adherbal to war,
and he blockaded Adherbal in his cap-
ital city of Cirta, which was aided in
its defense by the local Italian business
community. Adherbal again appealed
to Rome, and the Roman Senate sent
out a commission to investigate. But
they succumbed to Jugurtha's diplo-
macy, and the decision was made to
force the city to surrender. Adherbal
and the city’s defenders were executed,
many of whom were Italians. This cre-
ated a storm in Rome, and war was de-
clared.

The Roman consul, Lucius
Calpurninus Bestia, invaded Numidia,
but Jugurtha resorted to bribes and se-
cured easy terms for peace that
aroused such suspicions among the
Equestrians in Rome that the oppo-
nents of the Senate forced an inves-
tigation. Jugurtha was summoned to
appear before the Senate to answer
questions as to his relations with
Roman officials in Numidia.

Arriving in Rome, Jugurtha imme-
diately bought the intervention of two
Roman tribunes, who voted against the
taking of any testimony from him.
Confident that he could purchase im-
munity for any action, he secured the
assassination, in Rome itself, of a rival
claimant to the Numidian throne. His
friends in the Senate dared protect him
no longer, and he was ordered to leave
Italy.

The war was reopened, and a battle
was fought in which the Roman army
was defeated and forced to pass under
the yoke, a matter of great humilia-
tion, and released only after its com-
mander had conceded to an alliance be-
tween Jugurtha and Rome. Treachery
and bribery had played a part in this
shameful episode. The terms were re-
jected by the Roman Senate, and a new
consul, Quintus Caecilius Metellus,
surnamed Numidicus, took command.
One of his staff officers was a man
named Gaius Marius. Gaius Marius was
an ambitious and able officer, and he
implored Metellus that he, Marius, be
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allowed to go to Rome and stand for
the office of consul. Metellus’ reaction
was one that insulted Marius, and from
that time on, he had a bitter feeling to-
ward Metellus and intrigued against
him. Finally, Metellus agreed to let
Marius go to Rome to stand for consul.

In 107 B.C. Metellus was elected con-
sul and the Populares secured the pas-
sage of a law by the Tribal Assembly
transferring the command in Numidia
from Metellus to Marius. Take note.
The Senate yielded in this encroach-
ment by the Populares on its tradi-
tional rights. Marius pursued the bat-
tle in North Africa with energy, enthu-
siasm, and effectiveness. His quaestor,
or quartermaster, was Lucius Cornelius
Sulla, who was destined, in due time,
to become a bitter rival.

Marius pressed the war with great
vigor and won hard-fought victories
over Jugurtha and his father-in-law
Bocchus, king of Mauretania. Sulla, in
due time, was successful in capturing
Jugurtha, at great risk to his own life.
He captured Jugurtha through the
treachery of Bocchus, whose betrayal
of his son-in-law brought an end to the
war. Jugurtha was taken to Rome
where he was executed after gracing
the triumph of Marius in 105 B.C.

The repercussions of the Jugurthan
war were significant. The prestige of
the Roman Senate, having already suf-
fered from the Gracchan assaults, was
weakened still further by the apparent
corruptibility and venality of Senators
in dealing with Jugurtha, and by the
Populares and the equestrians, who had
intervened in foreign policy in the
transfer of the command in Numidia
from Metellus to Marius. Once again,
the equestrians and the city proletar-
iat had shown that they were stronger
than the Senate and that they could
control public policy. The Jugurthan
war had also produced a military lead-
er in the person of Marius, behind
whom these elements could unite.

Marius was again elected consul in
104 B.C., the Roman people disregard-
ing the required legal interval of 10
yvears, and he was given the command
against the northern barbarians in
Gaul. He set to work immediately in
reorganizing and strengthening the
Roman army.

Not only did he bring about improve-
ments—may I say to my good friend,
the senior Senator from Alaska [Mr.
STEVENS], who serves on the Defense
Subcommittee of the Committee on
Appropriations and is interested in
military affairs—mot only did Marius
bring about improvements in legionary
tactics, equipment, weapons, and orga-
nization, but he also accepted as re-
cruits citizens whose lack of property
had previously disqualified them from
service in the legions. He accepted men
who had no property at all. This was a
great and far-reaching change. Marius
thus transformed military service from
an obligation to the Roman state into
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a career which could employ thousands
of landless and unemployed Romans.

Marius’ innovation thus made pos-
sible the creation of large standing ar-
mies for the first time—the creation of
large standing armies in Roman prov-
inces such as Spain, Asia, and Africa.
Loyalty to the Roman State came to
be supplanted by loyalty to a success-
ful general, who could rely on his sol-
diers to support him against civil au-
thority and on the support of his veter-
ans to back him in subsequent political
campaigns.

Marius was reelected consul for the
years 103 and 102 and 101 (since the
threat from the northern barbarians
continued). In his fifth term as consul,
in 101 B.C., Marius was victorious over
the Cimbri and the Teutones, and
Rome was thereby saved from a repeti-
tion of the Gallic invasion of the fourth
century B.C.

A coalition among three men—
Lucius Appuleius Saturninus and Gaius
Servilius Glaucia and Marius—resulted
in a sixth term as consul for Marius, in
the year 100 B.C., the year in which Ju-
lius Caesar, a nephew of Marius by
marriage, was born.

It also resulted in Saturninus’ reelec-
tion to the office of Tribune for a sec-
ond term, and a praetorship for
Glaucia. Glaucia and Saturninus be-
came candidates for the following year
99 B.C., but Glaucia had a rival can-
didate murdered, which provoked vio-
lent disorders. The Senate adopted a
decree calling on Marins to restore
order. Marius forced the surrender of
Glaucia and Saturninus and placed
them in a building for safe keeping, but
their enemies tore off the roof of the
building and stoned them to death, as a
result of which, Marius suffered a polit-
ical eclipse and went into seclusion for
several years.

The Senate was once more trium-
phant and the Populares were discred-
ited. The Optimates celebrated their
triumph by seeking to place a check on
demagogic legislation through the pas-
sage of a law declaring the inclusion of
unrelated or extraneous topics in any
single legislative enactment illegal,
and requiring that the customary in-
terval of 3 market days between the
formal publication of an impending
measure and the actual voting on it to
be strictly observed.

So here—I see my friend from Mis-
sissippi smiling; I see a smile on my
friend's face from Alaska. They know
what I am about to say—here was a
type of Byrd Rule 2,092 years ago, deal-
ing with unrelated and extraneous
matter.

Perhaps a better awareness of these
rules of parliamentary procedure in an-
cient Rome will help the Members of
the United States Senate and House of
Representatives to better appreciate
and understand the importance and
significance of our own rules.

In 91 B.C., the Roman Tribune, Livius
Drusus, promised non-Roman Italians
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that he would bring forth legislation to
give them Roman citizenship. The Sen-
ate and the Equestrians were very
much opposed to this, and Drusus,
learning of a plot against his life, re-
moved himself to the atrium of his
House, where he transacted the public’s
business. It was poorly lighted, and one
evening, when he was sending a crowd
away, he suddenly exclaimed that he

was wounded, and fell down while ut- -

tering the words. A shoemaker’s knife
was found thrust into his back.

When the Italians heard of the mur-
der of Drusus, they considered it no
longer tolerable for those who were la-
boring for their political advancement
to suffer such outrages and, as they
saw no other means of acquiring citi-
zenship, they decided to revolt against
the Romans altogether and to make
war against them.

They, therefore, sent envoys secretly
to one another, formed a league, and
exchanged hostages as a pledge of good
faith. They also sent ambassadors to
Rome to complain that, although they
had helped Rome to fight its wars of
conquest, the Romans had not been
willing to admit the Italians to citizen-
ship. The Roman Senate sternly re-
jected their pleas.

Appianus, or Appian, states in his
history of the civil wars that when the
revolt broke out, all the neighboring
peoples declared war at the same time.
Thus, in the year 90 B.C., the Social
War began. It is sometimes referred to
as the Marsic War, sometimes as the
Italic War, and sometimes as the War
against the Allies.

The non-Roman Italians had forces
amounting to about 100,000 foot sol-
diers and horsemen, besides the sol-
diers that remained as guards in each
town.

The Romans sent an equal force
against them, composed of the Roman
legions and the Italian peoples who
were still in alliance with them. The
Romans were led by the two consuls,
Sextus Julius Caesar and Publius
Rutilius Lupus. Serving with them as
lieutenant generals were such re-
nowned men as Gaius Marius, Lucius
Cornelius Sulla, Gaius Perpenna,
Publius Licinius Crassus, Gnaeus
Pompeius Strabo, the father of Pompey
and under whom both Pompey and Cic-
ero served during the Social War.

The non-Roman armies had several
very able generals, as well, to lead
their united forces. The consul Rutilius
Lupus lost his life in the war, as did
tens of thousands of others on both
sides. The body of Rutilius, along with
the bodies of many others, was brought
to Rome for burial. Their corpses made
a piteous spectacle. The Roman Senate
decreed that from that time, those who
were killed in the war should be buried
where they fell, lest the spectacle deter
others from entering the army.

Another consul, Cato Porcius, subse-
quently was killed. The Romans de-
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cided to bring an end to this terrible
war, which was costing them so heavily
in treasure and in blood. So they con-
ceded the issue at stake. All Italy was
now united, and all of the peoples
south of the Po River received Roman
citizenship. By promising Roman citi-
zenship to all those who had not yet re-
volted or who would lay down their
arms, the Roman Senate belatedly ac-
knowledged the folly of its policy op-
posing Drusus.

The revolt had brought Marius out of
exile. The Senate had already ap-
pointed Lucius Cornelius Sulla to the
command in Asia Minor against the
able and ambitious King of Pontus,
Mithradates VI, Eupator. However,
with the aid of a demagogic tribune,
Publius Sulpicius Rufus, the command
in Asia Minor was transferred by law
to Marius, whereupon Sulla marched
his army back to Rome. Marius and
Rufus hastily collected troops to fight
a pitched battle of Romans against Ro-
mans in and around the city itself.

Appian writes, ‘“‘Now for the first
time, an army of her own citizens in-
vaded Rome as a hostile country. From
this time, all civil dissensions were de-
cided only by the arbitrament of
arms."

Sulla was victorious. Marius barely
escaped with his life to Mauretania.
Sulpicius was killed and his head sev-
ered from his body and nailed to the
rostra in the Forum. We are told that
Sulpicius had been betrayed by a slave,
and that Sulla rewarded the slave for
his services by freeing him, and then
having him executed for his treachery.

Sulla hastily tried to reorganize the
Roman Government by strengthening
the Roman Senate and reviving the
army assembly, the comitia
centuriata, and by using it to replace

the Tribal Assembly, the comitia
tributa.
Leaving two consuls, Lucius

Cornelius Cinna and Gnaeus Octavius,
sworn to support the new constitution,
Sulla hurried off to fight Mithradates
in Asia Minor. He had not been gone
long before Cinna impeached Sulla and
proposed the recall of Marius. The Sen-
ate deposed Cinna. He was driven from
the city by the other consul, Gnaeus
Octavius.

Cinna fled to raise an army, to return
and besiege Rome. Marius also re-
turned and the two of them overcame
all resistance, again capturing Rome
with a Roman Army. With a cruelty
beyond belief, they hunted down their
opponents. Octavius and leading Sen-
ators and Equites were brutally slain.

Appian writes, ‘“They killed remorse-
lessly. All the heads of Senators were
exposed in front of the rostrum. All the
friends of Sulla were put to death. His
home was razed to the ground, his
property confiscated, and himself voted
a public enemy. A search was made for
his wife and children, but they es-
caped.”
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Marius died early in 86 B.C., soon
after beginning his 7th term as consul.
Cinna was left to lord it over Rome,
where he was supreme as consul for
that year and for the succeeding 2
years.

Meanwhile, in Asia Minor, Sulla was
victorious. He had slain thousands and
collected a vast treasury. He now pre-
pared to return with a well-equipped,
seasoned army to exact the terrible re-
venge which he had been planning in
cold blood. Cinna was under no illu-
sions as to the fate that awaited him.
He started with an army to sail to
Macedonia to intercept Sulla. But
Cinna was assassinated by his own sol-
diers in a mutiny at Brundisium, and
the fleet did not sail. The followers of
Marius and Cinna, nevertheless, would
not yield in Italy without a struggle.

Sulla landed in Italy in 83 B.C., and,
at the Colline Gate, destroyed an op-
posing army, massacring to the man
the Samnites who had joined it. With a
ruthless barbarity, he pursued all those
whom he considered to be his enemies,
putting up proscription lists of their
names and declaring rewards for those
who murdered them or who informed
against them.

Paterculus, the historian, says that
Sulla ‘‘was the first to set the prece-
dent for proscription.”” Plutarch says,
‘““Husbands were dispatched in the bos-
oms of their wives and sons in those of
their mothers.”” The innocent rich were
included in the proscription lists in
order that their property might be con-
fiscated. All of Italy was in terror of
Sulla's name. After a while, the pro-
scriptions ceased and Sulla went about
the business of reorganizing the gov-
ernment.

Sulla was named dictator in 82 B.C.
He brought about the appointment of
an interrex who, under a special law,
then appointed Sulla as dictator for an
indeterminate term. This meant that
Sulla had all the powers of consuls and
tribunes and censors, the combined
powers of all the magistrates. Whereas
the old practice had allowed the ap-
pointment of a dictator for a limited
term of no more than 6 months, this
new law made possible an open-ended
appointment. Sulla, by virtue of this
unlimited term and the scope of his
powers, became the most powerful per-
son in Roman history up to that time.
He had unprecedented autocratic au-
thority.

Mr. President, Sulla was now the
complete and absolute master of Italy.
He reshaped the Roman Government to
suit his own conservative ideas. He
made the Roman Senate the most pow-
erful body in the state, weakened the
powers of the tribunes, subjected all
magistrates to strict accountability,
and deprived the equestrians of the
privilege, that had been granted to
them by Gaius Gracchus, of sitting as
judges in their own cause.
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Sulla also sought to improve the cali-
ber of men sent to govern the repub-
lic’'s growing empire. He tightened up
the whole machinery of government,
and settled thousands of his veterans
on land throughout Italy that had been
confiscated from the vast numbers who
had perished or been proscribed in the
frightful slaughter he had let loose.

When Sulla voluntarily retired in the
year 79 B.C., he depended upon his aris-
tocratic friends not to allow any in-
fraction of the revised form of senato-
rial government that he had created.
He died the following year, T8 B.C.,
probably from colon cancer.

Mr. President, as we look back now,
we see momentous changes that have
taken place. Elderly Romans who were
boys in the days prior to Tiberius
Gracchus had seen their world over-
turned. Young Romans like Pompey
and Cicero, who were 28, and Julius
Caesar, who was 21, when Sulla retired,
had lived through unspeakable horrors
that were utterly alien to the tradi-
tional, idealized notions that they had
held about their country.

The Roman Republic was still a Re-
public, but it was far different from the
Republic that had already been in ex-
istence 350 years when it attracted the
admiration of the historian Poloybius
in the middle of the second century
B.C.

The army was no longer made up of
the tough rural farmers, many of whom
came from the most mountainous areas
of the peninsula. Marius, in creating a
professional army, had created a new
base of power for ambitious men to ex-
ploit and use as an instrument of des-
potic authority.

And what of the Roman Senate? In
the old heroic days, the Senate was the
most powerful body in the State. It
held supreme power because of the re-
spect given to its wise, courageous, and
incorruptible leadership. But the power
that Sulla conferred upon the Senate—
he had increased the number of Sen-
ators to 600 during his dictatorship—
the power that Sulla conferred on
Roman Senators made them neither
wise nor courageous. As to the incor-
ruptibility of the Senate—which Cineas
in 280 B.C., had compared to an ‘‘as-
semblage of kings,”—its sad decline
was pregnant in the prescient words ut-
tered by Jugurtha 170 years later at the
time he was ordered to leave Italy.

After passing through the gates of
Rome, it is said that he looked back at
the city several times in silence. Sud-
denly he exclaimed, ‘“‘Yonder is a city
put up for sale, and its days are num-
bered if it finds a buyer."”

Mr. President, the Republic’s days
were numbered.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MATHEWS). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that my remarks
appear as if in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business.

THE NEED FOR A COMMITMENT
TO THE NATIONAL DRUG CON-
TROL STRATEGY

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, on
Thursday, July 1, President Clinton’s
Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy, Lee Brown, was sworn
into office. I was there in the Rose Gar-
den. At that Rose Garden ceremony,
President Clinton pledged his commit-
ment to fight the many-headed mon-
ster of drug abuse, and then he stated
that he planned to increase drug de-
mand reduction programs by 10 per-
cent.

The very next day, the Washington
Post reported that the Clinton admin-
istration had, in fact, agreed to a $231
million cut in drug treatment and edu-
cation funds by the House of Rep-
resentatives. Administration officials
from the Office of Management and
Budget were reported to have privately
suggested many of the cuts.

The sum of $131 million was cut from
the drug free schools program and an-
other $100 million was cut from treat-
ment programs, much of which would
have gone to urban areas. As Herb
Kleber, executive vice president of the
Center on Addiction and Substance
Abuse, was recently quoted as saying,
‘“This is a shameful retreat from the
fight against drugs.”

I would not be so quick to take the
floor to make note of this retreat if it
were simply an isolated incident. But
it is not. This is just another example,
on an ever-growing list, of where the
administration talks tough about
drugs but fails to come through with
action.

For example, on February 1, 1993, the
Clinton administration was required by
law to submit to Congress its first na-
tional drug control strategy. Nearly 6
months later, it still has not done so.
Some delay is understandable for a new
administration, but this has gone on
too long. The President announced his
plans to make the drug czar’s office
Cabinet level, and then proceeded to
cut the staff size from 146 to 25. Addi-
tionally, budget allocations for pros-
ecutors have been reduced, prison con-
struction is being cut, we now see drug
treatment and drug education being
cut, there is talk about not prosecuting
certain drug offenses, and it appears
interdiction efforts will be cut back.

It is no secret around here that I
favor cutting the budget. But to cut
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the budget in this area calls into ques-
tion the administration’s commitment
to address the drug problem effec-
tively. It is also shortsighted to cut the
budget for the drug war if only because
paying to fight the subsidiary problems
of drug abuse—health care, crime,
lower productivity—is also so expen-
sive. This is not to mention the tragic
human costs of drug abuse to children
and families.

Despite my concerns, I take comfort
in knowing that Lee Brown is on the
job. He has publicly criticized these
most recent cuts. He has been guoted
as saying that his staff of 25 people ‘‘is
not sufficient to carry out the mandate
of the drug czar's office.”” That was in
the Washington Post on July 8. I be-
lieve that Lee Brown has already dem-
onstrated that he is willing to take on
this challenge and that he has the
courage to tell it like it is.

Still, he cannot do it alone. Our drug
czar needs a capable staff equipped
with a workable battle plan for action
against illicit narcotics. And he needs
the support of his boss, the President
of the United States.

Americans and the Congress have
recognized the drug problem and have
worked with the past administration
and the drug czar's office to implement
a national strategy against drug abuse.
Much has been accomplished. More re-
sources have been devoted to the war
against drugs; there are more drug edu-
cation programs; we have expanded
drug treatment capabilities; and casual
drug use has declined. Still, we have a
long way to go—specially in fighting
the problems of hard-core addiction,
rural drug abuse, and drug-related vio-
lence.

The question is, does President Clin-
ton really want to lead the Nation in
this fight? Recently, columnist A.M.
Rosenthal harshly criticized President
Clinton’s leadership and questioned his
willingness to meet this challenge. In a
recent article Mr. Rosenthal writes,
‘‘Before it is too late, Americans
should realize that the concept of the
war against drugs is in danger of being
dismantled and the result will be creep-
ing legalization. If that is what they
want, fine—they can get it by just
keeping silent.” That was in the New
York Times on May 18. Frankly, I
think Mr. Rosenthal is right on target
here. Congress cannot remain silent.

I hope President Clinton and the rest
of the administration will begin to
demonstrate a stronger commitment to
sustaining a vigorous national effort
against drugs and drug abuse. Lee
Brown recently was quoted as saying
that drugs may be no longer be ‘‘at the
top of the agenda’ as a political issue.
That was in the Washington Post on
July 8. I think this administration
ought to make it a top issue for the
good of the country.

I stand ready to work hand in glove
with President Clinton and Lee Brown
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in continuing the fight against drugs.
When a strategy is presented to Con-
gress, I look forward to reviewing it,
discussing it with the drug czar and the
Attorney General, and, where appro-
priate, suggesting changes. Through a
sustained effort on the part of the Clin-
ton administration, I believe we can
continue to make progress in the fight
against drug abuse and drug-related vi-
olence throughout all of America. So I
hope the administration gets going
soon.

I am very concerned because I see
this scourge undermining much of
what is good in America. 1 see this
scourge undermining much of what is
good among our young people. I see a
lot of young people who really do not
have to suffer this way, who really do
not have to be tempted this way, who
really do not have to put up with this
type of treatment if we just do what is
right now.

I believe this administration can. I
have faith in Lee Brown as a good lead-
er, I intend to back him, and I intend
to help him, and I intend to help this
President. But I hope they get on the
ball and start doing something about it
and get this policy and this program

going.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the article by Mr. Rosen-
thal and the July 8, 1993, article from
the Washington Post be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, May 18, 1993]

DISMANTLING THE WAR
(By A. M. Rosenthal)

Before it is too late, Americans should re-
alize that the concept of the war against
drugs is in danger of being dismantled and
the result will be creeping legalization.

If that is what they want, fine—they can
get it by just keeping silent.

But if they are among the huge majority of
Americans who believe legalization would
build drug addiction into American life for-
ever, then they should make themselves
heard now. There is still time, while deci-
sions are being made in government.

Until recently everybody interested in
fighting drug addiction instead of surrender-
ing to it by legalization accepted one con-
cept: The struggle could not be won by one
weapon but only through an irreducible vari-
ety, each strong. They were six:

Reduction of foreign drug crops. Interdic-
tion of drug smuggling. Enforcement of laws
against making, selling or using drugs. Edu-
cation against drugs. Treatment of addicts.
Presidential leadership.

Now four of the six are in question: reduc-
tion, interdiction, enforcement, leadership.

For about 20 years, ever since the drug war
became an obvious top priority, there has
been argument about how to divide the
money. Mostly it was about how much law
enforcement and interdiction should get
compared with treatment.

I believe that funds for the whole arsenal
should be expanded rather than weaken any
part of it. If not, give more money to treat-
ment, without killing the rest of the pack-
age.
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But now elected and appointed officials are
making it clear that they have no real inter-
est in some of the essential instruments of
the struggle.

A few Federal judges are saying they will
no longer handle drug cases involving man-
datory sentences. They should resign, rather
than just defy legislative law-—or be asked to
leave by Congress.

They help spread the myth that the drug
laws have failed. The truth is we do not
know because the *“mandatory’ sentences
have not been carried out nationwide.

Prof. John J. Dilulio Jr., of Princeton and
the Brookings Institution, a particularly
lucid expert, says that most drug criminals
spend only 10 months in prison, less than a
third of their average sentence; that most of
them are not in jail for possession but for or-
ganized selling and distributing; that in
state prisons they are mostly men who
served time for other crimes, and that on the
street, the possibility of long jail time is a
prime deterrent. I save my sorrow for Ameri-
cans and foreigners hunted down by drug
gangsters, or just shot in casual sport.

Interdiction is now routinely called a fail-
ure by trendies because it did not seal off
America. That was not the goal—just to
make life harder for the drug trade, instead
of saying come right in and ruin us.

But some in the Clinton Administration,
including Attorney General Janet Reno,
make it known that they do not have much
interest in pursuing interdiction. How would
you like to be an American agent risking his
life to fight drug smuggling and production?
Or a Latin president who trusted America to
carry out life-and-death promises from one
administration to another?

Drug arrests diminish in some cities be-
cause the assumption grows that law en-
forcement does not work in the street. Says
who? Ask Americans who live in neighbor-
hoods where children cannot step out of the
house for fear of drug crossfire. Do they want
even less protection than is now their miser-
able lot?

What’s more, reducing drug arrests imme-
diately reduces the hope in treatment. Drug
criminals are often hard-core addicts who
will not subject themselves to tough therapy
until they are behind bars.

I do not suggest a conspiracy in Washing-
ton—just trendiness, mushy thinking, lack
of commitment. Perhaps that is a matter of
middle- or upper-class background, where it
is easier to quit drug use, so it all seems not
80 terribly terrible. The legalizers will take
advantage of all that, creep by creep.

They will achieve de facto legalization un-
less Americans speak up, most of all Presi-
dent Clinton. By acting as if the drug strug-
gle is interesting, but not very, he disman-
tles his own leadership role. From the cam-
paign, most voters did not expect that.

Four out of six endangered—but all sal-
vageable, Pay attention or pay the price;
free choice.

[From the Washington Post, July 8, 1993]

DIRECTOR OF DRUG PoOLICY PROTESTS WHITE
HOUSE ACCEPTANCE OF CUTS
[By Michael Isikoff]

National Drug Policy Director Lee P.
Brown, conceding he was ‘“‘out of the loop"
on a key budget action affecting his office,
yesterday vowed to fight to restore $231 mil-
lion in House-passed cuts in anti-drug pro-
grams that Clinton administration officials
had accepted.

Brown, who was nominated in April and
took office June 21, said he was unaware of
the drug treatment and drug abuse preven-
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tion reductions until he read about them in
The Washington Post last Friday. After
learning that Office of Management and
Budget officials had acquiesced informally in
the cuts last month during negotiations with
the House Appropriations Committee, Brown
said he met with OMB Director Leon E. Pa-
netta this week to protest the action and
make sure he is consulted about any such
moves in the future.

“Certainly, it's not what we wanted to see
happen,” Brown said when asked about the
cuts during a briefing yesterday. ‘‘Things
have gone on that would not have gone on if
a drug director had been in place. ... We
have got to get back in the loop.”

The House cut $131 million from an Edu-
cation Department ‘‘drug free' school pro-
gram and another $100 million from treat-
ment programs. The cuts, and the disclosure
of OMB's acquiescence in them, embarrassed
the White House last week and prompted
some antidrug advocates to question the ad-
ministration’s commitment to continuing
the drug war. President Clinton had pledged
during last year's campaign to dramatically
expand federal support for treatment pro-
grams—a goal that some treatment advo-
cates say will be severely set back if the Sen-
ate upholds the House action.

The move also raised new questions about
the role Brown, who won respect of police
and others as New York City's police com-
missioner, will play in the Clinton adminis-
tration. Although Clinton formally made
him a member of his Cabinet, a White House
directive in February slashed the staff of the
drug policy office by four-fifths, mandating
it be reduced to 25 positions by October.

Brown said yesterday he was ‘“‘not happy
with the cutbacks in staff"’ and has protested
them to White House deputy chief of staff
Roy Neel. Brown said 25 people ‘‘is not suffi-
cient to carry out the mandate of this of-
fice."

But it was unclear yesterday whether
Brown will have any luck. The staff cut was
part of a broader White House directive
aimed at meeting another presidential cam-
paign pledge: to cut the White House staff by
25 percent. The White House did not respond
to a request for comment yesterday.

“The fact of the matter is the president
dug [Brown] a very deep hole" by cutting the
staff, said John P. Walters, a former deputy
and acting director in the drug office during
the Bush administration. “It was already a
difficult job. They've come close to making
it impossible."

Nonetheless, Brown said that because he
will be sitting at the Cabinet table he will
have clout that the office never had under
President George Bush, He also said that
while drugs may no longer be *‘at the top of
the agenda™ as a political issue, "I want ev-
erybody to understand that we still have a
very serious drug problem in America. . . .
My duty is to raise the consciousness of the
American people.”

Brown said his initial goal will be to pre-
pare a general administration drug strategy
for presentation to Congress in September.
That will be followed by a more detailed
blueprint next February. Asked how these
might differ from previous policy statements
by two Republican administrations, Brown
said they will place more emphasis on treat-
ment and prevention programs rather than
law enforcement. ‘I want drugs to be consid-
ered as more of a public health problem than
as a criminal justice problem,' he said.

But Brown offered few specifics and did not
suggest any programs that he would curtail.
Despite doubts expressed recently by Attor-
ney General Janet Reno about interdiction
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efforts, Brown said it would be wrong to
“‘open up the borders' to drug traffickers.

Brown also ruled out even any discussion
of legalizing drugs. "1 would equate the le-
galization of drugs to the moral equivalent
of genocide,” he said.

REGISTRATION OF MASS
MAILINGS

The filing date for 1993 second guar-
ter mass mailings is July 26, 1993. If
your office did no mass mailings during
this period, please submit a form that
states ‘‘none.”

Mass mailing registrations, or nega-
tive reports, should be submitted to
the Senate Office of Public Records, 232
Hart Building, Washington, DC 20510-
T116.

The Public Records Office will be
open from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. on the filing
date to accept these filings. For further
information, please contact the Public
Records Office on (202) 224-0322.

SEX SELLS; IT ALSO MASTERS

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, Dr.
L. Nelson Bell was one of those re-
markable human beings who comes
along only occasionally. I knew him as
Dr. Billy Graham's father-in-law. He
was a professional baseball player,
briefly, before he entered medical
school. Then, sometime in the late
1930’s, if memory serves me well, he
and his family went to China where he
served as a medical missionary.

His daughter, Ruth Graham Bell,
bless her heart, has never lost her af-
fection for the Chinese people. On
countless occasions we have worked
with her on problems involving the
Chinese.

When Dr. Bell returned to western
North Carolina, he founded the Pres-
byterian Journal, a very readable and
informative publication that appealed
to Christians of all denominations.
This Baptist became a subscriber long
ago and I always enjoyed the publica-
tion.

At Dr. Bell's death, the Presbyterian
Journal was acquired by God’s World
Publications in Asheville, NC. It was
then that the publication, the World,
emerged—a very professional, very im-
pressive review of the news of the
world, particularly news relating to
morality, religions, ethics, and human
behavior.

A gentleman named Joel Belz is edi-
tor of this news magazine. In each
issue he publishes an editorial page. He
is a fine craftsman and obviously a pro-
found thinker.

In the July 3 edition of the World,
editor Belz examined the subject of
sex, and how it is so abused by so
many. The heading of his editorial
warns: ‘‘Sex Sells; It Also Masters."
The subheading cautions: ‘‘And the
Mastery Leads Us to Ignore Some
Plain Facts.”
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Editor Belz does not sermonize his
readers. He is not holier than thou. In
this instance, as is always the case
with his editorials, he implores his
readers not to ignore plain facts.

Madam President, I want to share
this particular editorial with Senators,
and with others who read the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent that the aforementioned
editorial be printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SEX SELLS; IT ALSO MASTERS—AND THE MAS-
TERY LEADS Us To IGNORE SOME PLAIN
FacTs
Pavlov was wrong—at least when it comes

to the matter of sex.

The famous Russian physiologist believed
that all acquired habits (and even some high-
er mental activity) are based on chains of
conditioned reflex. He thought his experi-
ments showed that when any subject—a
human being, a dog, or a rat—made an asso-
ciation between a couple of happenings over
a long enough period of time, that subject’s
behavior would be affected accordingly. The
association I remember from my early not-
so-detailed studies of Pavlov is of a cocker
spaniel regularly beginning to salivate every
time he bit and pulled a string that rang a
bell.

But Pavlov's theories, however well they
might work out when they have to do with
other kinds of conditioned response, don't
seem to work so well with sex. For the evi-
dence is overwhelming that people keep on
choosing destructive behavior even when
they have learned repeatedly how chintzy
the rewards of that behavior are.

No example is more dramatic than AIDS.
By the thousands, men around the world do
particular things that have indisputably dev-
astating results. No one doubts the connec-
tion between the behavior and the death sen-
tences they produce. Does the behavior
change because of that knowledge? Hardly at
all.

But just as one kind of sex brings un-
wanted death, another kind of sex brings un-
wanted life. Teenagers aren't really ignorant
of the relationship between sexual activity
and pregnancy,; they've had the connection
demonstrated for them a lot more times
than any cocker spaniel ever pulled the
string on a bell. Yet they choose to ignore
the obvious lessons.

The list of unlearned lessons goes on:

The close tie between promiscuity and dis-
ease has little effect on the popularity of
casual sex.

The demonstrated connection between
marital infidelity and family collapse
doesn’t keep people from jumping into bed
with each other's spouses.

In other words, we simply don’t learn our
lessons as well as Pavlov says we should
have learned them. Experience isn't nearly
as good a teacher as it should be. Still, when
the evidence provided by experience is so
overwhelming, we really ought to ask: Why
are we such slow learners?

I'd suggest a combination of two reasons:

First, God has built sex into us as human
beings as perhaps the most volatile of all his
gifts. No one can doubt that Madison Avenue
knows what it's doing when it uses sex to
move products. It works. And it works pri-
marily because God made sex to be a very
compelling force in our lives.

July 13, 1993

The problem is that sex is just as compel-
ling when we use it wrongly as it is when we
use it the way God wanted us to. And an as-
tonishing proportion of society’s problems
these days are traceable directly to such
compulsions.

By compulsion, I mean precisely the kind
of behavior we engage in even when all the
evidence suggests we shouldn't. There are
compulsive eaters, compulsive drinkers (cof-
fee as well as alcohol), compulsive gamblers,
compulsive baseball fans, and compulsive
shoppers. (OK, so maybe baseball doesn't be-
long in the list—but it's worth pondering.)
But each of those, relatively speaking,
exacts its toll from a relatively small seg-
ment of society. Sexual compulsion, at one
time or another, has sent its bill to almost
every one of us.

But second, there is something about sex-
ual compulsion which, whether by God's de-
sign or our perversion of his design, is much
more off-limits for other people’s involve-
ment than is the case with other compul-
sions. If a compulsion for alcohol begins to
consume someone, for example, even our sec-
ularized society doesn't hesitate to step in
and help deal with the problem. If someone
on your street swells to 300 pounds from
overeating, it may be a slightly touchy sub-
ject, but your face probably won't turn red if
the subject turns to Weight Watchers. If it's
too difficult for personal discussion, at least
the media aren’'t afraid to discuss the rights
and wrongs of overindulgence in all these
various aspects of modern life.

Yet somehow, when it comes to sexual be-
havior, society finds it impermissible to
bring into popular discussion the wisdom of
experience. Mind you, I'm talking here not
about going on Oprah Winfrey with an appeal
from the Bible, but merely to say something
like, ‘‘Hey, when you pull this string, I've
discovered that a bell rings!” Such practical
discoveries are out of bounds and politically
incorrect.

Given the enormity of the consequences,
that is a remarkable thing. To know for a
fact that the huge social issues of AIDS,
abortion, and venereal disease all have easily
demonstrable ties to how we act sexually,
but not to be able to talk publicly about the
consequences of those sexual acts, is incred-
ible. To know that a change in behavior by
a defined group within society would clear
up AIDS and release billions of dollars in re-
search and health care for other needs, but
not to be permitted even to discuss that, is
preposterous. To know that tens of billions
of welfare dollars could be trimmed from the
federal deficit if people took seriously God's
ideas about sex and marriage, but never to
be able to bring up those ideas in public dis-
course, is unfathomable.

It's what the apostle Paul had in mind
when he talked about the tendency of sinful
people to ‘‘turn the truth of God into a lie.”
It's bad enough when individuals do that.
When a whole society makes it a way of life,
it gets terrifying.

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
1S TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, as
anyone even remotely familiar with
the U.S. Constitution knows, no Presi-
dent can spend a dime of Federal tax
money that has not first been approved
by Congress, both the House of Rep-
resentatives and the U.S. Senate.

So when you hear a politician or an
editor or a commentator declare that
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‘“Reagan ran up the Federal debt’” or
that ““Bush ran it up,” bear in mind
that it was, and is, the constitutional
duty of Congress to control Federal
spending. Congress has failed miserably
for about 50 years.

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con-
gress has created a Federal debt which
stood at $4,336,575,146,686.68 as of the
close of business on Friday, July 9.
Averaged out, every man, woman, and
child in America owes a share of this
massive debt, and that per capita share
is $16,883.10.

DEATH OF DAVEY ALLISON

Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, the
people of Alabama and racing fans all
over the country were deeply saddened
early this morning to learn of the un-
timely death of stock car driver Davey
Allison. The 32-year-old member of
stock car racing’s First Family passed
away in Birmingham after a helicopter
he was piloting crashed in the infield
at the Talladega Superspeedway.
Davey often referred to the speedway
at Talladega as ““his home track,' the
site of his greatest success as a driver.
The tragic accident occurred yesterday
when Davey and driver Red Farmer
flew to the speedway to watch test
driving.

Unfortunately, this tragedy is not
the first for this legendary Alabama
family from Hueytown, a quiet city lo-
cated just southwest of Birmingham.
One of NASCAR’s all-time greats, pa-
triarch Bobby Allison saw his career
come to an end in 1988 when he was in-
volved in a devastating crash at Po-
cono International Speedway. Bobby
was recently voted into the Inter-
national Motorsports Hall of Fame,

Next, it struck Davey’'s brother
Clifford, his career cut short at age 27
by a fatal crash 1 year ago at the
Michigan International Speedway.
Davey himself had survived a racing
crash last year at the same track
where his famous father was injured.
During this accident, his car flipped an
astounding 12 times. Like all the
Allisons, though, who are known in
Alabama and racing circles for their
perseverance and determination, Davey
quickly rebounded and qualified his car
for the race that following weekend at
Talladega. He raced the first five laps
with a cast on his arm.

Davey Allison was clearly on his way
to the top in the world of stock car rac-
ing, a pastime that borders on religion
in Alabama and other parts of the
country. He was ranked fifth in the
NASCAR standings for this year and
finished third in the Winston Cup
standings in 1991 and 1992. His first win
came at the Winston 500 race in
Talladega in 1987, and over the course
of his brief career, he enjoyed 19 vic-
tories. He was named rookie of the
year in 1987, the first rookie in the his-
tory of the sport to sit on the front row
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at the Daytona 500 with a lap over 209
miles per hour.

I think it says something about the
kind of person that Davey was that he
never asked ‘“‘why me?" in conjunction
with the tragedies he and his family
have endured over the last 5 years.
Only recently, he commented to a
friend that his trials were no different
than the people under water in Des
Moines, IA, or anyone else who loses a
brother. Davey’s attitude was char-
acteristic of the Allison family. It
seemed the greatest tribute Davey
could pay to these loved ones was to
charge on, harder and faster than ever
before. That strength and perseverance
will remain his greatest legacy.

Madam President, I wish Red Farm-
er, who was in the helicopter with
Davey and who is still hospitalized, a
speedy and full recovery. I also extend
to the entire Allison family, including
Davey's wife Liz, their children Krista
Marie and Robert Grey, and his parents
Bobby and Judy, my deepest condo-
lences in the wake of this tremendous
loss.

TRIBUTE TO IRWIN LERNER ON
HIS RETIREMENT

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I stand before you today to pay
tribute to Mr. Irwin Lerner on his re-
tirement as president and chief execu-
tive officer of Hoffmann-La Roche, Inc.
Throughout his 12-year tenure as presi-
dent and chief executive officer of Hoff-
mann-La Roche, Mr. Lerner’s outstand-
ing efforts and widely hailed accom-
plishments in the pharmaceutical in-
dustry have stood as a model for all to
follow.

Irwin Lerner, a New Jersey native,
received his BA from Rutgers State
University and his MBA from Rutgers
Graduate School of Business Adminis-
tration. He has been graciously giving
back to the State of New Jersey ever
since. Mr. Lerner has spent 31 years, of
his 40-year career in the pharma-
ceutical industry, working with Hoff-
man-La Roche. Headquartered in Nut-
ley, NJ, Hoffman-La Roche is the Unit-
ed States affiliate of the multinational
group of companies headed by Roche
Holding Ltd. of Basel, Switzerland, and
is known as one of the world’s leading
research-intensive health care compa-
nies.

Hoffmann La Roche’s corporate slo-
gan “Working Today for a Healthier
Tomorrow,” has been demonstrated
through Mr. Lerner's continuous ef-
forts to improve the quality of life for
Roche's employees, the professionals
who prescribe and use its products and
services, and the people who benefit
from them. Mr. Lerner is best known
for his leadership and innovation in the
field of prescription pharmaceuticals.
During the time he headed the com-
pany, Roche launched several break-
through medications, including the
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first effective treatment for severe,
treatment-resistant acne and the first
recombinant human interferon product
ever to enter clinical trials.

Mr. Lerner has successfully taken
the lead in the battle against AIDS. He
has shown outstanding dedication and
commitment to AIDS research, as well
as provided social services and public
education forums on AIDS. Under his
stewardship, Roche has launched a new
therapy for AIDS, HIVID, which is used
in combination with AZT. Roche made
pharmaceutical industry history with
HIVID for the most rapid nationwide
distribution of a medication following
Food and Drug Administration ap-
proval. Mr. Lerner's wholehearted de-
votion to securing financial and human
resources to help organizations provide
AIDS education to the public and HIV-
infected people exemplifies his caring
nature.

In the pharmaceutical industry, Mr.
Lerner is widely known and respected
not only for his success as a corporate
executive, but for his leadership in ad-
dressing industry issues. He is a mem-
ber of the board of directors of the
Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Asso-
ciation [PMA] and has long served as
chairman of the PMA Board Commit-
tee on Food and Drug Administration
[FDA] issues. Mr. Lerner was the driv-
ing force behind the 1992 passage of a
landmark bill empowering the FDA to
charge pharmaceutical companies user
fees as part of an effort to speed the ap-
proval of new drugs. Upon hearing of
his retirement, FDA Commissioner Dr.
David Kessler described Irv Lerner as
‘‘the key actor and true visionary in
helping to forge a strong and collabo-
rative relationship between the phar-
maceutical industry and the Food and
Drug Administration.” Mr. Lerner has
successfully extended Roche’s commit-
ment to corporate social responsgibility
as demonstrated through his broad sup-
port of the voluntary health and non-
profit human service communities and
numerous initiatives in patient infor-
mation, math and science education,
environmental protection, and drug
abuse prevention.

Irwin Lerner has dedicated his life to
improving the quality of life for others.
I salute and applaud Irwin Lerner,
whose commitment, vision, and energy
have benefited so many.

FLOODING IN THE MIDWEST

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I thank
the Chair and my colleagues for their
thoughtfulness in allowing me to pro-
ceed, because I want to address, very
briefly, a subject of great concern.
Many colleagues in this body have
asked about it, and I wanted to give a
very brief report on the extent of the
floods and devastation that have been
visited upon my State, as well as
neighboring States in the Midwest.
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Any of us who have watched the na-
tional news have seen pictures of flood-
ing along the Mississippi, and it truly
is devastating. Yesterday, we were
there and we were visited by Vice
President AL GORE, who came out to
see the flood waters, and who has
promised to work on a bipartisan basis
to get the flood relief that is needed.

But as he said and as I have seen in
traveling around the State for the last
T days, this is not just a problem along
our Mississippi River. This is a problem
on the Missouri River as it comes down
from Iowa and goes across our State. It
is a problem on tributaries feeding into
these rivers.

We have also been visited by flash
floods with heavy rain storms that
have killed people in southwest Mis-
souri. They have killed people in the
Kansas City area. We have had more
deaths from the flooding in Missouri
than have any other State.

This is a regional disaster of monu-
mental proportions. I have told some of
my colleagues that the devastation
that is being wreaked upon our State
and the rest of the Midwest is much
like the devastation that afflicted
south Florida last year in Hurricane
Andrew.

I have had the privilege of serving
my State as Governor for 8 years. In
my first year in office in 1973, I saw
what at that time were record floods,
and I thought that the magnitude of
the flooding was very significant. Un-
fortunately, I must tell you that the
flooding that I have seen now is worse
than the flooding that occurred at that
time,

By Sunday in St. Louis, the flood
level is expected to crest over 45 feet, 2
feet higher than ever before. It is pos-
sible by Sunday that our capital city of
Jefferson City will be marooned. The
historic first settlement west of the
Mississippi in Sainte Genevieve is un-
dergoing a violent fright. It has been
threatened by flood waters for 2
months. With the help of the National
Guard and local people they are fight-
ing the flooding.

I have been in the Cape Girardeaun
area. I went down to see them fight to
maintain the levees there. Large levees
protecting all of southeast Missouri
and elsewhere are in danger because of
the continuing rains.

Just to give you an idea of the mag-
nitude, 7 Federal levees will be
breached, 120 non-Federal levees will be
breached.

The President has declared 49 coun-
ties and the city of St. Louis a disaster
area. The barge traffic on the rivers
has been stopped and will be stopped
for a month at the cost of $1 million a
day.

I rode across a railroad bridge on the
Mississippi River on Friday, the last
remaining rail link between east and
west in our State with the flood waters
lapping at the base of the railroad bed,
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and, as I said, we are looking at pos-
sibly continued flooding.

I have seen heroism. I have seen dedi-
cation. I have seen volunteers who do
not care about the heat, young people
and old who are handling sandbags tak-
ing care of the people who are suffer-
ing. A young mother in Lemay said
that her five children had been farmed
out to families because her house was
halfway under water. There have been
instance after instance of people with
resignation but with patience and good
humor who are undergoing tremendous
trials and tribulation. There are long-
term health damages, health dangers.
Sewage treatment plants all along the
river have been knocked out. The cost
of restoring them is great.

Obviously, the immediate term
health effects are very severe for ev-
erybody downstream.

We are going to need assistance. We
are going to be coming to this body,
working with our colleagues in the
House, to get the kind of full-scale re-
lief that we need. Men and women who
are in official positions working day
and night are strained to the limit. The
Federal resources are cooperating.
FEMA is cooperating with the corps.
But it is a situation that unfortunately
is not showing any signs of improving
and by this weekend, unfortunately, we
may see even more problems.

There is the disaster for farmers. A
half million acres are already under
water. The damage will undoubtedly be
in the billions of dollars.

I advise my colleagues of this be-
cause it is something that is going to
require prompt assistance. We are
looking forward to receiving a message
from the President.

To all those people who have ex-
pressed interest in helping, let me say
that we are deeply grateful. The Salva-
tion Army and the Red Cross are pro-
viding assistance. All that assistance
in the private sector is most appre-
ciated. The people who have been flood-
ed out express their gratitude to all
those who show concern.

I express my thanks to my colleagues
for giving me this moment, and I ad-
vise them that I must be calling on
them for assistance in the future.

SITUATION IN SOMALIA

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, the sit-
uation in Somalia has changed since
the introduction of United Nations
Forces. As my colleagues will recall,
President Bush sent United States Ma-
rines into Somalia last winter on a hu-
manitarian mission. Senate Joint Res-
olution 45, which passed the Senate in
February of this year, constituted au-
thorization for using U.S. forces to es-
tablish an environment secure enough
to conduct humanitarian relief oper-
ations. The general understanding at
that time was that the United States
was committing itself for a short-dura-
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tion operation. We were not intending
to pacify all of Somalia but to secure
limited areas in which critically need-
ed aid, primarily food, could be distrib-
uted to end mass starvation. The au-
thority embodied in the Senate-passed
resolution was very limited, therefore,
and the Senate most certainly did not
have political solutions in mind.

Now, Madam President, we have
turned our operations over to the Unit-
ed Nations, but the United Nations
seems to have in mind a much ex-
panded mission which appears to me to
be an open-ended mission with open-
ended duration. According to the U.N.
resolution adopted on December 3, 1992,
the U.N. effort is aimed at *‘facilitating
the process of a political settlement.
* * * ajmed at national reconciliation
* % %' This policing process has now
squared off U.N. Forces against local
warlords. Missions of food relief have
now taken a back seat to participation
in conflict with local warlords.  This
was never the Senate’s intent. On the
heels of the December 3, 1992, U.N. res-
olution, then White House spokesman
Marlin Fitzwater emphasized that ‘‘we
want to make it clear that this U.N.
force would be designed to get humani-
tarian supplies in, not to establish a
new government or resolve the dec-
ades-long conflict there or to set up a
protectorate or anything like that.”

The situation of yesterday highlights
the peril of expanding the original hu-
manitarian mission. Three journalists
were killed, one by stoning, another by
being beaten, another shot, a fourth
missing and presumed dead, and two
others narrowly escaped with their
lives with machete and bullet wounds
from a frenzied crowd. This is the first
violence imposed on journalists, and
follows escalating violence between
warlord forces and U.N. Forces. The
United States has a contingent among
the U.N. Forces, and has recently rein-
forced that contingent. Where are we
going with this policy?

Madam President, these were not
American journalists. I read from the
Washington Post story of today this
excerpt: “Today's mob violence was the
first directed specifically at foreign
journalists in 2 years of strife.”’ One
was a German photographer with the
Associated Press, confirmed dead, an-
other was a Kenyan, a third was a Brit-
ish-born resident of Kenya, both pho-
tographers for the Reuters News
Agency.

Now, Madam President, if these were
Americans, there would be a lot of
speeches on this floor. They were not
American journalists. If they were
American journalists, what would the
American press corps be saying? The
American press corps would have a lot
to say about it. These are going to be
Americans one of these days. And
America is not going to like it.

The United States has a contingent
among the U.N. Forces and has re-
cently reinforced that contingent.
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The Senate is not being asked if this
is OK. Does the Senate support these
actions which progressively may lead
us deeper and deeper into a difficult
situation? So, where are we going with
this policy? The Senate has not bought
into a police action against Somali
warlords. I have not cast any vote to do
that.

On June 17, 1993, I made a statement
opposing the introduction of additional
U.S. Forces in the U.N. operation. No-
body paid any attention to my state-
ment. The press never noticed it. But
the day is coming, Madam President,
when the press is going to notice it and
other Senators are going to notice it.

The violence imposed on inter-
national journalists came on the heels
of an attack mission conducted by U.S.
aircraft, including six Cobra helicopter
gunships.

I thought we were going into Somalia
to make it possible to stop the starva-
tion of men, women, and children. We
. anticipated there would be some prob-
lems. We knew about the warlords be-
cause it was they who were depriving
the men, women, and children, the
starving peoples, from getting food.
But we were not told that it was going
to be an open-ended operation, which it
appears that it is becoming, or that we
were going in there to settle political
problems and make peace between
rival warlords.

I spoke this morning about the Ro-
mans who had no obligation to go into
Numidia and interfere there in the in-
ternal affairs of Numidians. I did not
know earlier that we would be doing
the same thing—interfering in political
affairs, bringing about a political reso-
lution, restoring peace between and
among warlords. Is that what we are
doing?

According to the Pentagon today, the
United States has 3,925 personnel in So-
malia as part of the 18,905-man-strong
U.N. Force, 1,160 serving in the Quick
Reaction Force and another 2,640 logis-
tics personnel. Another 4,400 marines
and sailors are serving as a Marine ex-
peditionary unit offshore in the theater
of operations.

Apparently, the United States is
playing a more and more significant
combat role in a U.N. operation of un-
known duration in support of a mission
which the U.S. Congress has not en-
dorsed. To my knowledge, it has not.
To date, the taxpayers of the United
States have spent or committed close
to $1.5 billion for the Somalia oper-
ation, and it is going to cost more.

The time has come to remove United
States Forces from Somalia whether or
not they are part of the U.N. operation.
1 know some people may not like what
I am saying, but I do not see anywhere
in our U.S. Constitution that this Sen-
ate is bound to go along with a U.N. op-
eration that appears to be getting us
deeper and deeper into a war in which
we have no business. Getting food to
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starving people is one thing. But this is
something else.

We were appalled as we sat evening
after evening and watched the evening
news and saw the starving people of So-
malia, and our hearts went out. No-
body objected to trying to get food to
those starving people. We no longer see
on the evening news children starving
to death.

Why are we staying there? When is

‘the U.S. Congress going to demand

that the Senate and the House be asked
for support in what appears to be more
and more an open-ended operation? Is
there any indication as to when our
people are coming out? The humani-
tarian relief mission is over. The mis-
sion for us, it seems, is accomplished.
It is time to go. We have to say,
‘“‘enough is enough.”

The United States has been in Soma-
lia for over 6 months. The duration of
our stay was expected to be a short
time at the beginning. Now, 7T months
down the pike, we are introducing new
combat forces and conducting gunship
attacks on warlords' camps. We are
going to lose some men; we are going
to lose some men.

And the United Nations is talking
about national reconciliation. What
does that mean? Has the Senate bought
into that?

Further U.S. action and participation
in the newly expanded mission should
either be specifically endorsed by the
Congress, or we should pack up and go
home. My vote is for the latter.

I yield the floor.

THIS VIOLENCE MUST END

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, it is
with tremendous grief and anger that I
rise today to speak out about the wave
of gun violence that has crashed over
this Nation and over my home State of
California.

Just 1 week ago today, a massacre
erupted at a San Francisco law firm.
Shots rang out. People ran for their
lives. Eight people lost their lives. And
when all the smoke had cleared, my
son had lost one of his close friends.
John Scully’s young life had been cut
short, his wife of 10 months severely
wounded. John Scully had thrown him-
self in front of her and took the bullet
she would have taken.

On that tragic day, something came
between John Scully and his ability to
fulfill the promises of a young man
bursting with love and with life. Some-
thing came between him and his ability
to be a husband to the woman he had
just married in September, to the
woman, Michelle, for whom he gave his
life. And, something came between him
and his ability to continue to be a son
and a brother—and someday possibly
even a father and a grandfather.

And what ended John Scully's very
young 28-year-old life? It was not a dis-
ease. It was not an accident. It was a
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semiautomatic assault weapon set
loose in the hands of a deranged gun-
man.

Gun violence touches too many of
our lives, Madam President. I know
that you know that. Its victims are our
sons and our daughters, our neighbors
and our friends. The sadness runs deep.
It is sapping our strength to rebound.

Madam President, this was not Cali-
fornia's first gun massacre. How many
of us can forget the gunman who
opened fire on a Stockton schoolyard
in 1989? Five children were killed. Thir-
ty were wounded. And the weapon: It
was a semiautomatic assault weapon
called an AK-47. The gunman? He had a
history of criminal arrests and convic-
tions.

We need to ask ourselves: How can
we allow deranged criminals to pur-
chase military-style assault weapons?
In 1990, almost 3,000 children and teen-
agers were murdered with guns. We are
losing our children. We are not protect-
ing the innocent and the most vulner-
able parts of our population. Between
1984 and 1990, firearm murders of chil-
dren under 19 increased by 125 percent.
We must ask ourselves this question:
How many more children must die, how
many more lives destroyed before we
act here in the U.S. Senate?

Madam President, workplace vio-
lence is growing. It represents almost
20 percent of all workplace deaths in
California; and nationwide it is about
12 percent of all workplace deaths.

Time and time again, we hear the
gun lobby defending its assault weap-
ons, defending the Uzis. These guns do
not kill, they say. Only people Kkill.
Well, all the well-paid lobbyists in the
world, and all the influence-peddlers in
the world will not change the fact that
guns help people kill people. They
make it easy to kill people.

These weapons allow the criminals to
kill from a distance; allow them to kill
large numbers of people; and allow
them to kill sometimes without know-
ing or even seeing their victims. It is
quick, it is easy, it is impersonal. It is
all the things that death—in a civilized
society—should never ever be.

The NRA tries to tell us that gun
control does not work, but we need to
look at the statistics that the NRA
does not want us to see. Let us look at
the number of people killed by hand-
guns in nations that have gun control
laws. In 1990, there were 22 people
killed by handguns in Great Britain; 13
in Sweden; 91 in Switzerland; 87 in
Japan; 10 in Australia; 68 in Canada.
And in that very same year, 1990, hand-
guns killed 10,567 Americans.

The gun lobby bullies, it distorts, and
it mocks. You have seen those latest
TV ads. They mock elected officials
who have the courage to stand up to
them. The gun lobby refuses to accept
the fact that most people favor com-
monsense approaches to decreasing the
gun carnage in America. The gun lobby
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is dangerously out of touch, out of
touch with all Americans, and even
with the very people they claim to rep-
resent—the gunowners. Recent surveys
have shown that 60 percent of
gunowners favor a ban on assault weap-
ons. :

Today I ask the gunowners to help
us, help us stop this carnage. What are
we waiting for? Without bans on as-
sault weapons how many more reli-
gious zealots like David Koresh are
going to be allowed to create their own
military stockpiles? Without back-
ground checks and waiting periods,
how many more criminals are going to
leave our gunshops armed to the teeth?
Without commonsense laws targeting
copycat versions of already banned as-
sault weapons, how many more gun
manufacturers are going to be able to
produce the weapon of their choice
through this deadly loophole.

We need to pass commonsense gun
control laws to curb the sale of assault
weapons and take weapons out of the
hands of criminals.

I want to thank my good friend the
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr.
METZENBAUM] for his leadership on this
issue. I am proud to be an original co-
sponsor of his bill, the Semiautomatic
Assault Weapons Violence Protection
Act of 1993. I want to make a point here
to you, Madam President, and to oth-
ers who may be listening: every single
Democratic woman in the U.S. Senate
is a cosponsor of that bill. We under-
stand that we must be courageous, we
understand that we must save the chil-
dren. We have common sense, and I
think we are right.

This bill will give the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco, and Firearms the tools
that it needs to ban certain classes of
semiautomatic assault weapons.

I also want to commend Senator Jo-
SEPH BIDEN, the chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee for shepherding the
Brady bill through the Senate.

Now, we need to be clear about the
Metzenbaum bill. Assault weapons that
serve legitimate sporting purposes
would still be legal. Assault weapons
used for military and law enforcement
purposes would still be legal. But it
would ban guns like the one used in
San Francisco, guns designed to do one
thing—Kkill a lot of people in a short pe-
riod of time.

Even though an exact replica of it is
already banned under California law,
the gun used in San Francisco is still
perfectly legal.

That is why the Metzenbaum bill is
so important. It gives the Bureau of Al-
cohol, Tobacco, and Firearms the
power to ban copycat weapons and
close this deadly loophole once and for
all.

Madam President, in the memory of
John Scully, and the other innocents
who have fallen victim to this slaugh-
ter, I ask my colleagues to act quickly
to pass real gun control legislation.
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The pain inflicted on the family and
friends of the victims must be acknowl-
edged not only by comforting words,
but also by critical deeds. Let us act
with courage and conviction to get
these weapons off our streets and out
of our communities.

I do not want to see any of my col-
leagues have to go to funerals in their
States to share the tears of family and
friends for these outrageous deaths.

We must not rest until we create an
America where children do not go to
school armed; an America where gun-
fire does not spray across our commau-
nities; and an America where we are
appropriately horrified by this violence
and committed to eradicating it. We
must not rest until we pass the Brady
bill, pass the Assault Weapon Act, and
stop the violence once and for all.

To John Scully and the others who
died at 101 California Street in San
Francisco—we must do this in your
name.

Thank you, Madam President

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

THE GATT AND THE GROUP OF
SEVEN MEETING

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam. President, I
rise to discuss last week's Group of
Seven summit meeting, and the agree-
ments on GATT market access issues
and the United States-Japan negotiat-
ing framework we reached there.

PRESENT STATE OF THE GATT

First, the GATT. It is fitting that
last week's tariff-cutting agreement
was announced in Tokyo, because it
was there in 1979 that the Tokyo round
was completed.

The Tokyo round brought down
GATT member tariffs by an average of
34 percent. It did a lot for world growth
in the past decade. But to remain rel-
evant in this decade and the next cen-
tury, the GATT must cover to other is-
sues.

The cornerstone of the GATT is still
tariff status—specifically, the principle
of most-favored-nation status, which
says countries must not offer one
GATT member better tariff treatment
than others. Today, that is no longer
enough. Tariffs were the whole picture
when the GATT was created in 1947.
But they are only a few brush-strokes
in 1993.

Today's trade issues include the fact
that United States banks cannot open
their doors in Mexico; the French bu-
reaucrats who require 40 percent of all
TV programming be French-made; and
the Japanese Government’s refusal to
buy United States-made supercomput-
ers. We did not even have calculators
in 1947, much less supercomputers.

NEED FOR GATT TO COVER NEW ISSUES

Today, the GATT covers only trade
in goods. Within that category, it
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largely excludes agriculture and tex-
tiles. Overall, therefore, it covers only
about two-thirds of all trade. If we in-
clude investment and currency ex-
change, then present GATT rules cover
only about 7 percent of world com-
merce.

Thus, our initial goals in the Uru-
guay round went beyond reducing tar-
iffs. We hoped to extend GATT cov-
erage to services and agricultural
trade, eliminate agricultural export
subsidies, and guarantee protection for
copyrights, patents, and trademarks.

These were ambitious aims. And
many were pessimistic about the
chances for progress toward them in
Tokyo. I can only imagine what Leon
Panetta must have thought. But last
week’s summit surprised them all and
pushed the Uruguay round forward.

PROGRESS AT TOKYO G-T7

That is an unusual result for the G-
7. Recent G-7 meetings talked about
moving the GATT negotiations for-
ward. This one did move them forward,
and President Clinton should be com-
mended for that. It is clear that he
knows GATT stands for the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade—not
the “‘General Agreement on Talk and
Talk,”” or, as I believe the French
translation has it, ‘“‘General Agreement
for Tantrums and Tirades."”

Last week’s agreement gives the
GATT momentum that is crucial if it
is to succeed by December 15.

We won commitments from our trad-
ing partners to cut tariffs to zero in
construction equipment, farm equip-
ment, steel, and furniture. It is good
news. But by itself, it is not enough.

We had hoped to cut our tariffs to
zero in exchange for identical pledges
from our trading partners—zero-for-
zero deals—in 18 separate areas. We
ended up with eight of eighteen. That
is a good start, but we need to keep
going until we reach the finish line.

We need assurances that tariffs will
be cut to zero on semiconductor chips,
computer parts, wood products, non-
ferrous metals, and other areas.

Once this is accomplished, we must
then get onto the other 103 GATT
members to agree—because, after all,
the Tokyo agreement was only an
agreement among 7 of 108 or 111 coun-
tries in the world—and then move on
to agriculture, services and intellec-
tual property to finish the job by De-
cember 15.

That will be tough. But President
Clinton showed in Tokyo that he un-
derstands how important a good deal
can be for America, as well as how
damaging a bad deal could be.

WHAT IS A GOOD AGREEMENT?

What would a good agreement
achieve? It would substantially cut tar-
iffs on manufactured goods and remove
barriers that keep U.S. service provid-
ers like securities firms, insurance
companies, and architects out of for-
eign markets.
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A good agreement would protect U.S,
intellectual property works like phar-
maceuticals, videos, sound recordings,
and computer software from piracy.

A good agreement would remove
trade distorting farm subsidies that
cost us market share in Russia, the
Middle East, and Latin America.

It would remove quotas, and outright
import bans that keep our competitive
grains, rice, apples and wood products
out of countries like Japan and South
Korea. The United States must not cut
our farm tariffs or export subsidies un-
less our trading partners do the same.

JAPAN NEGOTIATING FRAMEWORK

There is, of course, something a good
GATT agreement would not do. It
would not weaken our trade remedy
laws.

Section 301, the GSP Program, Spe-
cial 301, our antidumping and counter-
vailing duty laws must stay intact and
at full strength. And this year, we
must make those laws stronger by
adopting Super 301 as well, because
even the best Uruguay round agree-
ment imaginable will not solve all our
trade problems. We must extend Super
301 this year.

The President took so much care on
the negotiating framework with Japan,
because the GATT will have little ef-
fect on our most serious trade prob-
lems with that country. They are not
issues of high tariffs or formal quotas.

Rather, they are questions of indus-
trial collusion and failure to enforce
antitrust laws; unspoken and unwrit-
ten rules; discriminatory distribution
networks; and government procure-
ment decisions systematically biased
against foreign products.

The United States is not alone in suf-
fering from these problems. The Euro-
pean Community, the newly industri-
alized countries of FEast Asia, the
ASEAN states and China all run large
and persistent deficits with Japan.

Thus, if the negotiating framework
we established in Tokyo succeeds, it
will have benefits for the whole world
trading community as well as for
American businesses-and Japanese con-
sumers.

This framework sets two major goals.
First, it aims for a significant, measur-
able reduction in Japan’s current ac-
count surplus. And second, it aims for
similar measurable progress in such
areas as Government procurement of
competitive foreign products, regula-
tions that block foreign service provid-
ers, and implementation of existing ar-
rangements.

This, in my opinion, may be the last
chance for progress through bilateral
negotiations. Japan has already begun
to argue that the agreement does not
call for measurable progress. The Japa-
nese press does so far as to compare the
agreement to a tamamushi—a kind of
beetle that changes color depending on
how you look at it.

That is a bad sign. It is bad for Japan
as well as for the United States, be-
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cause if this negotiating framework
brings no progress, the result will be to
discredit all bilateral negotiations
with Japan. That would make Presi-
dent Clinton’s vision of a Pacific Com-
munity much harder to realize, and
would mean a very difficult era in
United States-Japanese relations.

Nonetheless, that is still in the fu-
ture. President Clinton comes home
from Asia with two very important
achievements. I congratulate him, and
I look forward to further progress in
the months to come.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent I be allowed to
speak in morning business for up to 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

——

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S PACIFIC
NORTHWEST FOREST PLAN

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
those of us who were born in the shad-
ow of the Cascade and Olympic Moun-
tains grew up amidst some of our Na-
tion's most incredible natural re-
sources. We grew up in awe of their
splendor, but also amidst increasingly
divisive arguments over how to manage
them.

Throughout the 1980’s, families in our
timber towns were told they could har-
vest growing amounts of timber. The
harvests jumped from an average of 2.9
billion board feet during the previous
decade to 5 billion board feet in the
1980’s. Official Government projections
indicated these levels could be main-
tained. Businesses went into debt to
expand. No one would publicly ac-
knowledge that it could not last for-
ever.

Then in 1989, reality hit. It turned

“out that Federal land management

agencies were acting outside the laws.
The court stepped in and declared that
Federal timber could not be cut unless
the agencies began complying with the
laws. Harvesting of Federal timber
took a dramatic turn. Mills began to
close, loggers lost their jobs. The hey-
day was over, but no one had bothered
to let our communities know.

For the last 5 years, my friends and
neighbors have watched battle lines
form over the fate of the Pacific North-
west forests and the families who de-
pend on them. For 5 years, Congress
has argued over board feet. Tempers
have flared over how much timber
could be harvested or protected. To
date, people have rightly feared that
intransigence on all sides would lead to
the worst: Continued loss of jobs; con-
tinued loss of beautiful old growth for-
ests; and continued court-imposed
gridlock. Everyone faced uncertainty.

The reality in timber towns today is
one where hundreds of families are
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struggling to find family wage jobs to
put food on the table. Mills have
streamlined operations, downsized, or
closed. Community colleges are
jammed with workers trying to learn
new skills for jobs that might not be
there. Families wait in line at food
banks.

These families are justifiably bitter.
No one prepared them for what they
now face. Politicians rushed to town to
say, “Elect me and I will return life to
what it use to be.” But as we now
know, no one can turn back the clock.

President Clinton has done some-
thing no one has seen in the executive
branch during the course of this long
fight. He has brought leadership to the
issue that may finally bring this battle
to a close. He has proposed to end the
uncertainty and move on. Although
many people are unhappy with the
President Northwest forest plan, it is
clear that a solution is finally at hand.
It is a solution that calls on all sides to
give something today in return for cer-
tainty about tomorrow. This plan in-
sures that there will be a future for the
timber industry in our State, and that
there will be ancient forests for our
grandchildren to see,

I refuse to send empty promises to
the families in my State. Clearly, there
will be more jobs lost in my State as
we move to harvest levels that are le-
gally justifiable and scientifically
valid. The job-loss figures used in the
press vary widely. But I think we owe
our people some truth for a change.

Washington State's chief economist,
who follows the industry closely, esti-
mates that of the 53,000 people pres-
ently employed in the wood products
industry in the State, 3,390 to 3,500 may
lose their jobs under the President’s
plan.

I have no figures on how many would
lose their jobs if current court battles
continue to prevent any Federal har-
vest. I do know that if we move ahead
with the President’s plan, it is possible
that some 1.8 billion board feet on the
westside alone could be ready for har-
vest by the end of this year. This is
from timber sales that have been sold
but not harvested, or sales that have
been prepared but not sold. I take the
opportunity now to urge the Clinton
administration to do everything it can
to get this supply moving as soon as
possible. Added to an eastside harvest
of approximately 400 million, this
amount is substantially larger than
the harvest levels commonly men-
tioned.

Now that the President has made his
plan public, it is time for Congress to
step up to the mark. We now bear the
responsibility to pass the economic
component of the President’s forest
package. The people in our timber
towns have been bystanders for years,
dependent on decision made in the
other Washington about how much
Federal timber will be harvested. Yet,
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no one wants to ask for help in our
timber towns. They are proud and inde-
pendent people. They work hard for a
living. They want no handouts. What
they want is a chance at the future.
The chance to learn new skills, the
chance to have their homes be valuable
once again. The chance to- feed their
families and give them hope once
again.

As a member of the Appropriations
Committee that will review this pack-
age, I pledge to the people of my State
that enactment of this package is my
top priority. And I hope all Members
from the Pacific Northwest will set an
example by making this important
package their highest priority as well.

The key to the President’s Northwest
economic adjustment initiative is job
creation. His proposed Federal assist-
ance package contains $287 million for
fiscal year 1994, and a total of $1.3 bil-
lion over 5 years. All of these resources
have been identified within existing
spending caps. A combination of land-
scape investments and grants, loans
and loan guarantees from programs
such as the Job Training Partnership
Act, Small Business Administration,
Rural Development Administration,
and other programs will create a total
of 12,000-14,000 new job opportunities
next year, and as many as 33,000 new
jobs over the course of the 5-year plan.

The core of this program is devoted
to workers, their families, and the
communities they live in. The fun-
damental principle of this plan is stew-
ardship. By taking care of our natural
resources, we will be taking care of the
towns and people who depend on them.
Under this plan, we will rebuild water-
sheds. We will control soil erosion. We
will restore and enhance our forests to
ensure biodiversity, high water qual-
ity, and a healthy environment over
the long term. We will provide seed
money and other incentives for small
business that can extract greater value
from the timber we do harvest. We will
provide incentives for non-Federal land
managers to implement habitat con-
servation plans. And we will empower
local communities and grassroots
groups to manage tracts of Federal
land on a new, innovative basis.

All of these things are geared toward
creating a new forest resources econ-
omy in the West. If implemented, they
will remove the uncertainty of the past
and give people a strong sense that the
future holds new opportunities. This is
a new direction not only for the Pacific
Northwest, but for the country as a
whole. If we implement this program
successfully, we can simultaneously
create long-term stability within the
national forest products economy and
set a new model for conflict resolution
for natural resource disputes.

Throughout our Nation we see towns
and cities and neighborhoods strug-
gling to move into the economy of the
21st century. Nowhere is that struggle
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more clear than in the timber towns of
the Pacific Northwest. Jobs have been
lost in the struggle to design the for-
ests for the future. But by passing the
President’s economic package, we can
show the Nation how investing in peo-
ple can bring communities back and re-
store hope for the future.

I believe we can have a balanced so-
lution to the timber crisis in the Pa-
cific Northwest in which we have a
strong timber industry and healthy
forests for the long term. I urge my
colleagues to join together with me to
pass the President’'s Northwest eco-
nomic adjustment initiative. If we pass
this initiative this year, I know that 5
years from now, the workers and fami-
lies in our timber towns will remain
proud, productive citizens of our coun-

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE GREATLY
NEEDED

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I
wish to report to the Senate on the dis-
aster that is devastating my home
State of South Dakota. During the last
recess I conducted my second tour to
parts of South Dakota that are experi-
encing the most disastrous planting
season ever. Not only are persistent
rains affecting agriculture and busi-
nesses in South Dakota, but the States
of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Mis-
souri, and Illinois also are being del-
uged by excessive rainfall. Damage in
South Dakota alone could reach more
than $1 billion. Federal assistance is
needed now.

Madam President, it is alarming that
little has been reported in the national
media on the damage in South Dakota.
Flooding has claimed the lives of three
South Dakotans. Estimated public
property damage is $10 million. Over 2
million acres of farmland have been
flooded, causing an estimated crop less
of more than $500 million. Approxi-
mately 1,000 homes have been damaged
and some completely destroyed. Seven-
teen South Dakota counties have been
declared State disaster areas and 33
counties are listed as State agricul-
tural emergency areas.

Dr. Ralph Brown, professor of eco-
nomics at the University of South Da-
kota, recently described the current
situation in South Dakota:

While the state experienced disasters with
droughts in 1976, 1988 and 1989, flooding has
greater negative economic effects. Flooding
preempts some of the usual farm expendi-
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tures, like seed, gas, oil where as in a
drought those supplies are sold. In terms of
total personal income, farm income is 10 to
15 percent of South Dakota’s economy. That
may not seem like much, but it is the largest
of any state in the union. When you look at
farm spending for goods it is 40 percent of
South Dakota's personal income, where na-
tionally, agriculture spending is only one to
two percent.

South Dakota is the most rural State
in the Nation. When disaster strikes
South Dakota agriculture, it sends a
shockwave that affects all industries in
South Dakota. Matters are made even
worse when disaster strikes more than
one growing season. Farm equipment
dealers suffer. Seed dealers suffer. All
local businesses suffer.

Madam President, this year’s disas-
trous planting season follows last
year's extremely wet harvest, when
farmers experienced lower yields and
poor quality crops. Tremendous
amounts of income were lost last year.
In fact, many farmers were unable to
harvest and much of last year's crops
still sits in flooded fields.

Many South Dakota farmers today
have never experienced a planting sea-
son this disastrous. Time is running
out for many of these farmers. Action
is urgently needed to permit farmers in
these counties to plant a crop and earn
an income this year. These farmers are
suffering. Legislation is needed to ease
their suffering.

What is at stake for these farmers?
The word that best answers that ques-
tion is survival.

What is the situation in South Da-
kota?

Thirty-three counties are affected.
Governor Miller has declared all of
these counties as agricultural disaster
areas.

In some South Dakota counties, as
many as 25 to 35 percent of farmers will
not be able to plant this year's corn
crop; 12,580 farmers have not been able
to plant this year’s crops or have flood-
ed acres; 2,351,900 acres are affected—
1,116,200 corn acres and 1,235,700 soy-
bean acres. Economic losses could ex-
ceed $1 billion.

What can be done? The following ac-
tions are needed to help farmers re-
cover the tremendous loss of income
due to prevented planting or failed

Crops.

The Department of Agriculture
should forgo all planting deadlines for
this year.

The Department of Agriculture

should allow farmers to plant any crop
they can or let the land lay fallow to
recover. This should be done without
any loss of Farm Program benefits.
Farmers should be able to receive
Federal crop insurance benefits even
though they were unable to plant their

Crops.

Finally, Congress should act quickly
to provide comprehensive Federal dis-
aster assistance.

What has been done? I have written
Secretary Espy since April to keep him
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informed of the situation in South Da-
kota. I ask unanimous consent that
this correspondence be printed in the
RECORD at the end of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BREAUX). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, on
May 28, 1993, I asked USDA Secretary
Espy to extend the final date for cer-
tifying planted acres. I am pleased that
he responded by extending the final
date from July 1 to July 31. Without
this extension, if a farmer could not
have certified his planted acreage by
July 1, he would have been forced to re-
turn advanced deficiency payments.
Most of these payments were spent in
preparation for planting this year's
corn crop. Forcing the repayment of
these benefits could place in economic
jeopardy farmers who couldn’t plant
this year's crop. The extension will
protect those farmers who are able to
plant this year’s corn crop.

I also asked Secretary Espy to extend
the final date to enter into crop insur-
ance. Unless action is taken now, many
farmers stand to lose protection under
the Federal crop insurance program
and income from planned plantings.
The Department of Agriculture still
has this under consideration.

I have introduced two bills that
would permit farmers to plant other
crops on their program crop acreage
without the loss of benefits. Though it
is too late for most crops to be planted,
I hope these legislative changes can be
made.

Further, I have written the President
to ask him to tour South Dakota to see
the devastation firsthand. I hope the
President will do this. I also have
asked President Clinton to encourage
bipartisan congressional action that in
providing essential Federal disaster as-
sistance to the Midwestern States dev-
astated by the continuous rainfall and
flooding. The President and Congress
must work together.

Mr. President, the devastation in
eastern parts of South Dakota extends
beyond an agricultural disaster. It af-
fects all aspects of South Dakota’s eco-
nomic base, including small businesses,
tourism, transportation and other in-
frastructure factors. In short, the live-
lihood of hundreds of farming and busi-
ness communities in South Dakota is
in jeopardy.

An economist for the Federal Reserve
bank in Minneapolis recently reported
that the farm driven economy of South
Dakota likely will suffer the most from
flooding in the Upper Midwest. It prob-
ably will take more than a year for
farm income and spending to recover.
The bank estimates that in southeast
South Dakota, southwest Minnesota,
and northwest Iowa, farmers stand to
lose $1 billion in crops they could not
plant due to wet conditions and an-
other $1 billion in damage to crops that
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were planted. I ask unanimous consent
that articles from several South Da-
kota newspapers regarding the eco-
nomic impact of this crisis be printed
in the RECORD at the end of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, many
Midwestern States are in dire straits.
Congress and the administration must
act immediately. Federal disaster as-
sistance is needed desperately to alle-
viate suffering and ensure the survival
of farmers and small businesses in
South Dakota and other Midwestern
States. I urge my colleagues to join in
developing a bipartisan disaster relief
initiative.

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me
say that it has been estimated that
South Dakota will suffer, on a percent-
age basis, more than any other State. I
have been disturbed that the national
media has paid more attention to some
of the more populous areas that will
have suffered less. I have also been con-
cerned that the President, in his ear-
lier visit to Davenport, IA, has given
the indication that some discretionary
funds will be released to those more
populous areas before South Dakota.

I have also been concerned that we
have been told that all of the disaster
assistance relief for South Dakota
must come from newly appropriated
funds. That is my understanding. I
want fair treatment for my State. We
do not get as much media attention be-
cause we are not at the center of a city
or a national media center. But we
have problems just as great.

In fact, according to an economist for
the Federal Reserve bank in Minneapo-
lis, the State of South Dakota will suf-
fer more than any other State. I want
that known, and I want our State to be
included. I have invited the President
to visit South Dakota. He is on his way
back from Hawaii. I hope he will per-
haps stop. Our people need assistance.
They feel they are being neglected to
some extent. We must fight very hard.

Mr. President, I look forward to
working on a bipartisan basis with my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
on this problem. When there is a hurri-
cane in Florida, or an earthquake in
California, there is a great deal of na-
tional attention, as there should be.
However, we do not get as much atten-
tion for a tornado in South Dakota or
a flood in South Dakota, but the indi-
viduals affected are taxpayers and citi-
zens and are affected just the same.
Therefore, the time has come that we
need some help, and I will be working
with my colleagues.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SBENATE,
Minneapolis, MN, July 2, 1993.
Hon. MIKE EsPY,
Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Washing-
ton DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We are writing to
request you to immediately announce an
Economic Emergency for the affected disas-
ter areas in the states of Minnesota, Iowa,
South Dakota, Wisconsin, Missouri, and Ne-
braska. As you witnessed during your trip to
these flood-stricken states on June 30, the
devastation and economic loss is significant.

There are further actions which you can
take administratively to help our belea-
guered farmers. Specifically, we request:

1. Repayment of unearned advance defi-
ciency payments be waived. During these
times, it is impossible for producers to repay
advance deficiency payments. The 36 cents
per bushel that most corn producers received
in April has been spent paying last year's
bills or helping to pay for this year's inputs.

2. Extend the Federal Crop Insurance Cor-
poration's final planting date for corn and
soybeans and permit farmers to purchase
prevented planting coverage retroactively.

3. Permit local Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service offices maximum
flexibility in administering federal pro-
grams—particularly the acreage set-aside
programs,

4. Initiate the Emergency Feed Program
for livestock producers.

5. Extend the payment schedule for Farm-
ers Home Administration loans to seven
years.

6. Drop the 1993 crop year when determin-
ing future crop insurance yield averages and
other base production averages.

Thank you for your immediate consider-
ation of our concerns. We look forward to
working with you to provide relief to our
farmers.

Sincerely,
DAVE DURENBERGER.
PAT DANNER.
CHUCK GRASSLEY.
KIT BOND.
JIM RAMSTAD.
BILL BARRETT.
LARRY PRESSLER.

U.8. SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 1, 1993.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Over the past several
months, a number of Midwestern states have
endured damaging rainfall and flooding con-
ditions. In fact, some South Dakota farmers
have not been able to harvest 1992 crops due
to continual precipitation. U.S. Secretary of
Agriculture Mike Espy recently toured parts
of South Dakota, Minnesota and Iowa to
view first hand the devastation facing hun-
dreds of Midwestern farmers.

Mr. President, the livelihood of hundreds
of farming and business commmunities along
the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers is in
jeopardy. Federal disaster assistance is need-
ed desperately to alleviate suffering and en-
sure the survival of South Dakota farmers
and small businesses.

I understand you have requested Secretary
Espy to draft legislation to address the cur-
rent agricultural crisis. I strongly urge you
to have Secretary Espy meet with both Re-
publican and Democratic leaders of Congress
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to formulate a bipartisan strategy to expe-
dite passage of this disaster relief legisla-
tion. In the meantime, I believe a Presi-
dential disaster declaration clearly is war-
ranted. I urge you to make a disaster dec-
laration for South Dakota, as well as other
Midwestern states suffering from excessive
rainfall and life-threatening flooding.

I plan to visit several South Dakota com-
munities soon to survey the destruction and
learn more about economic losses from farm-
ers and small business owners. Further, I
will be inspecting damage to the state’s in-
frastructure. Should your schedule permit, I
invite you to join me in touring rural South
Dakota to assess damages and determine
how the federal government can best provide
assistance.

I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
LARRY PRESSLER,
U.S. Senator.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, June 22, 1993.
Hon. MIKE ESFPY,
Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We are writing to
share with you our concerns surrounding the
current weather and planting conditions in
our states of Iowa, Minnesota and South Da-
kota. Many of us have written or called you
previously, but this letter should serve to
bring home the fact that the situation is not
improving, and the outlook is becoming
bleaker for many of our producers to get any
kind of crop on many of their acres.

The crop report released on June 21, indi-
cated that 17% of the nation's soybean crop
remains unplanted. However, in southwest
Minnesota, only 60% of the bean crop has
been planted and in South Dakota, the figure
is only 65% complete. Weather forecasts are
not optimistic, and it's well-accepted that
soybeans planted after the first of July can
lose up to 40% of their yield potential. The
condition of the crops that have been planted
is not good either. Monday's report showed
that of the corn and beans that have been
planted in our states, over half of each crop
is in the fair or worse category.

We would like to thank the ASCS for
agreeing to meet with our offices. The items
that were discussed with our staffs and
Randy Weber of the ASCS that we would like
to raise with you include:

(1) Repayment of unearned advance defi-
ciency payments—You know as well as we do
how difficult it is to ask producers to come
up with cash to repay advance deficiency
payments. The 36 cents per bushel that most
corn producers received in April has been
spent paying last year's bills or helping to
pay for this year's inputs. At the least, we
would like to ask that the Department do
what it can to offset these payments from fu-
ture payments due a producer rather than
forcing them to come up with cash imme-
diately.

(2) Expand the list of crops producers can
plant under 0-92 provisions—The current list
of crops that a producer can plant on acreage
enrolled in the 0-92 program is limited to
minor oilseeds such as sunflower, safflower,
canola, rapeseed, mustard and flaxseed. The
only other crops eligible at this point are
sesame and crambe. We would like to ask
that ASCS utilize the emergency rule under
the Administrative Procedures Act to pub-
lish interim final regulations that would
allow producers more options such as millet
or buckwheat and industrial use crops not
currently eligible. This action would have to
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do be done as soon as is possible to be of ben-
efit to producers.

(3) Waive the minimum size and width re-
quirements for ACR and CU acres—It is our
understanding that current regulations re-
quire that acres enrolled in set-aside or con-
serving use such as 0-92 must be at least 5
acres in size and average at least one chain
or 66 feet in width. The only exceptions al-
lowed are for permanent fields, and every
farm can claim one area that does not meet
the requirements. This year producers are
going to have a quilt-like pattern in their
fields, with the higher ground planted, but
many low spots unable to be touched. If this
requirement could be waived for this year for
producers who opt into 0-92 because of pre-
vented planting, it would allow producers
the flexibility to deal with the inability to
plant in wet areas.

(4) Economic emergency disaster payments
as found in the 1990 farm bill—While we real-
ize it may be a little early to tell just how
bad the situation will eventually turn out to
be, the weather reports are not improving.
The ground is so saturated now that it would
take a number of days of sunshine and wind
to dry out the ground enough for producers
to complete any more planting. Because of
this bleak outlook, we would ask that you
begin to contemplate the need for disaster
payments under the economic emergency
provisions found in the 1990 farm bill that
would come from CCC funds. The severity
and range of this problem could spell disas-
ter for a number of producers and the credit
institutions that serve them. The same is
true of the main street businesses that also
rely on the agricultural economy in our
states.

Thank you for your consideration of our
concerns. We look forward to working with
you to provide some relief to our producers
as quickly as possible to enable them to
make use of every opportunity to get a crop
in the ground. Please let us know if we can
be of any assistance or should you have ques-
tions.

Sincerely,
Tim Johnson, Fred Grandy, Larry Pres-
sler, Dave Durenberger, Jim Nussle,
Jim Leach, Jim Lightfoot, David
Minge, Tom Daschle, Tim Penny, Tom
Harkin, Charles  Grassley, Paul
Wellstone.
U.S. BENATE,
Washington, DC, June 4, 1993.
Hon. MIKE ESPY,
Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I have just returned
from South Dakota and need to bring to your
attention the current crop disaster condi-
tions in southeastern South Dakota. I have
never seen fields in that region so wet so late
in the year. Current conditions are the worst
in recent memory. Many farmers are facing
tremendous loss of income simply due to the
fact they are not able to plant their crops. I
ask that you be as flexible as possible in ad-
ministering programs for the 1993 crop to ac-
count for prevented or delayed plantings.

Lincoln County already has been declared
a disaster by South Dakota's Governor and
many more such designations are likely.
There are some counties where only ten per-
cent of the corn crop has been planted. As
you know, by this time of the year prac-
tically all corn should have been planted in
South Dakota. I urge your immediate atten-
tion to these requests as you receive them.

The current final planting deadlines have
caused great concern in South Dakota. At
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stake are deficiency payments, federal crop
insurance, disaster benefits, and crop bases. I
request that you extend for three weeks the
final date to certify planted acres and the
final planting dates for coverage under the
federal crop insurance program. This action
would not impact producers who have been
able to plant their 1993 crops, but would pro-
vide much needed relief for producers who
have not been able to plant their 1993 crops
through no fault of their own.

I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
LARRY PRESSLER,
U.S. Senator.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 28, 1993.
Hon. MIKE EsSPY,
Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I urge your imme-
diate approval of disaster assistance for all
potato producers in South Dakota who expe-
rienced economic losses resulting from natu-
ral disasters. 2

I commend you for your recent announce-
ment of disaster payments for round white
potato producers based on low quality of the
1992 crop. While your announcement is of as-
sistance to white potato producers, potato
farms in South Dakota produce both round
red and round white potatoes. The quality
losses in South Dakota have impacted both
crops enough to make marketing and grad-
ing difficult, if not impossible. South Dakota
red potato producers deserve assistance as
well.

I have heard from numerous producers in
South Dakota who believe they are being
discriminated against, Those producers do
not understand how disaster assistance
would be made available for round white po-
tato losses but not for round red potatoes,
when both crops experienced substantial loss
of quality due to adverse weather conditions.
They believe assistance should be available
for both types of potatoes. I share their con-
cern and agree with them.

Many producers in South Dakota have ex-
perienced lost and lower-quality harvests
due to natural disasters in 1991 and 1992.
Some producers may not be able to continue
farming without assistance. It is critical
that the U.S. Department of Agriculture do
all it can to assist those producers.

I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
LARRY PRESSLER,
U.S. Senator.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, April 15, 1993.
Hon. MIKE ESPY,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I urge your imme-
diate approval of disaster assistance for all
producers who experienced economic losses
due to the low quality of their 1991 and 1992
harvests resulting from natural disasters.

I commend you for your recent announce-
ment of disaster payments for corn produc-
ers based on low quality of the 1992 crop.
While your announcement is of assistance to
corn producers, many producers of other
crops, such as milo, have experienced the
same hardships and depressed conditions.
They deserve assistance as well.

While existing law provides the discretion
to offer disaster assistance due to low crop
quality, the law was never intended to be
crop specific. Once a determination is made
to offer assistance to compensate eligible
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producers for low quality, that assistance
should be offered for all crops where produc-
ers experienced similar losses,

I have heard from numerous producers in
South Dakota who believe they are being
discriminated against. Those producers, who
also experienced economic loss due to the
poor quality of their 1991 and 1992 harvests,
believe they should be entitled to the same
assistance as corn producers. I agree with
them.

Many producers in South Dakota have ex-
perienced lost and lower-quality harvests
due to natural disasters in 1991 and 1992
Some producers may not be able to continue
farming without assistance. It is critical
that the U.S. Department of Agriculture do
all it can to assist those producers.

I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
LARRY PRESSLER,
U.S. Senator.

EXHIBIT 2
[From the Sioux Falls Angus Leader, July 9,

S10ux FALLS To SUFFER MOST IN UPPER
MIDWEST, FEDERAL RESERVE SAYS

(By Todd Nelson)

The farm-driven economies of Sioux Falls
and South Dakota likely will suffer the most
from flooding in the Upper Midwest, an econ-
omist with the Federal Reserve Bank in Min-
neapolis said Thursday.

If conditions don't improve in the next few
weeks, farm income and spending in South
Dakota might not recover for a year or
more, agricultural economist Ed Lotterman
said.

“Sioux Falls is probably the major urban
area that's going to be most affected because
vou do get a lot of customers from Luverne,
Rock Valley, Worthington, Beresford areas
that are affected by the flood,” Lotterman
said.

“It's not that retailing in Sioux Falls is
just going to hit a brick wall, but I think
that people out in the malls are going to no-
tice it. It may be just a few percent, but it's
not going to be a boom year."”

This area is more vulnerable because it's
more dependent on agriculture than other
states in the Ninth Federal Reserve District,
Lotterman said. The district includes South
Dakota, Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota,
northwest Wisconsin and the Upper Penin-
sula of Michigan.

In southwest Minnesota, northwest Iowa
and southeast South Dakota, farmers stand
to lose $1 billion in crops they could not
plant because of wet conditions and another
$1 billion in damage to crops already plant-
ed, Lotterman said.

“It doesn't have the physical damage that
a Davenport, Iowa, has, but in terms of lost
business, Sioux Falls is going to be one of
the worst hit areas,” he said.

Lotterman predicted that smalltown busi-
nesses such as auto or appliance dealers

- would be the first to feel the effects of the
farm slowdown, although city retailers
would not be far behind.

Some business owners and managers in
southeast South Dakota have mixed expecta-
tions about the future.

“I can't afford to look at it that way,”
Canton auto dealer Denny Gaspar said of the
negative forecast. 1 have not even consid-
ered it yet. Business is still good. I'm trying
to find the silver lining in the clouds."

For some farmers, that spark of hope
might come in higher grain prices for crops
they have stored, Gaspar said.
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Van Johnson of the South Dakota Auto
Dealers Association said dealers from Rapid
City to Sioux Economy Falls have reported
stronger sales the last six months after shar-
ing in a national slump that started 12 to 18
months ago.

‘‘People are coming back in to the mar-
ket,” Johnson said.

Less optimistic is Randy Bak, part owner
of Pedersen Machine in Beresford.

“We're just once removed from the farm-
ers' income so we're in the same boat," Bak

- said. "I would say we're probably looking at

30 percent of our trade territory that was not
planted to soybeans and corn. We are defi-
nitely looking at a backlash that may last,
who knows, a couple of years.”

Bak said he has been holding off on order-
ing combine parts and has reduced his inven-
tory by 20 percent in anticipation of slower
sales.

At The Empire mall, business has been
good, marketing director Nancy Litwin said.
Today, the mall will put out boxes to collect
donations for the Red Cross to help flood vie-
tims in eastern South Dakota.

“Obviously, our thoughts are with these
people,” Litwin said. ““We realize that farm-
ing is a big part of the economy. I guess I
hate to predict the future until it’s here to
see exactly what comes about.”

Bak said the future became clearer this
week for many farmers when the rains con-
tinued.

“The jury was out up until this week,’” he
said. “A lot of these acres could have been
planted up until about now. The rain just
never quit.”

[From the Sioux Falls Argus Leader, July 8,
1993]
FARM LOSSES SHOULD BE IMMENSE, OFFICIALS
Say
(By David Kranz and Steve Young)

Flooded farmland could cost South Dakota
farmers $450 million and take as much as §1
billion out of the state's economy, officials
said Wednesday.

Ralph Brown, professor of economics at the
University of South Dakota, said farmers’
losses would be doubled or worse if the disas-
ter extended past one growing season.

“What is important to the economy as a
whole is the expenses they would have in-
curred in putting those crops in, with en-
ergy, gas, oil,” Brown said of farmers pre-
vented from planting by the flooding. *“Then,
consider that if this ends up being a poor
year, you end up seeing that expenses for
things like durable equipment purchases,
like tractors, will be down."

Those figures do not include the economic
losses that the state's municipalities will
suffer.

Mike O’Connor, director of the state Agri-
culture Stabilization and Conservation Serv-
ice in Huron, projected the farm production
losses based on the number of acres of corn
and soybeans that will not be planted or are
in trouble because of weather conditions,
their potential yield and the prices the crops
would have brought.

O’Connor said the chances are slim that
South Dakota farmers will be able to recover
any more than half of their losses from gov-
ernment disaster declarations.

The ASCS projection is based on reports
from 33 counties that are dealing with flood-
ing problems. O'Connor said about 12,580 pro-
ducers are affected, with a third of the
state’s 3 million acres of corn and half of the
2 million acres of soybeans at risk or unable
to be planted.

O'Connor said his projections were esti-
mates now, because the deadline for final
certification is July 31.
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Only corn and soybeans were used in the
calculations because many farmers, waiting
to get dry weather, avoided planting small
grain crops such as wheat and oats and put
most of their land into corn and soybeans,
O’Connor said.

Agriculture contributes $13.2 billion to
South Dakota’'s economy, the State Agri-
culture Department said.

Brown said he was basing his projections
on the effects past disasters have had on the
state's farm economy.

“From a farmer's standpoint, it is loss in
net income. From the Flood economic stand-
point, it is the loss of expenditures not made
by farmers. Farmers may not make money,
but they spend a lot.”

While the state experienced disasters with
droughts in 1976, 1988 and 1989, flooding has
greater negative economic effects Brown
said.

“Flooding preempts some of the usual farm
expenditures, like seed, gas, oil, where as in
a drought those supplies are sold."

In terms of total personal income, farm in-
come is 10 to 15 percent of South Dakota's
economy.

“That may not seem like much, but it is
the largest of any state in the union. When
you look at farm spending for goods, it is 40
percent of our total personal income, where
nationally, agriculture spending is only one
to two percent,” Brown said. ‘*So that brings
home the impact of the farm economy on the
state.”

One of the factors not considered in the
basic rural income equation is the damage to
roads and bridges in the rural areas, Shirlee
Leighton, chairman of the Lake County
Commission, said.

“In Lake County alone, the loss is $25 mil-
lion in agriculture-related business,” Leigh-
ton said. “Commissioners are now in the
process of documenting the road repairs.
Right-now, I think 85 to 90 percent of the
roads are impassable.”

Meanwhile, eastern South Dakota was still
on alert for flood warnings and forecasts for
rain that could make conditions worse.

Meteorologist Chris Jansen said the Big
Sioux River won’t be changing much in the
next few days unless the prediction of scat-
tered thunderstorms through the weekend
brings substantial rainfall to the north of
Sioux Falls.

The Big Sioux's flood levels Wednesday
were about the same as the day before:

At Highway 3BA, it was 15% feet; the flood
stage there is 12 feet.

At North CLff Avenue, it was 23% feet;
flood stage there is 16 feet.

At Hawarden, Iowa, the river fluctuated
between 21 and 23 feet; flood stage is about 15
feet.

Beyond submerged crops, water-filled base-
ments and several dikes and levies that had
eroded somewhat in Turner County, little
other damage was reported Wednesday.

Byron Nogelmeier, civil defense director
for Turner County, said waters from the Ver-
million River had subsided quite a bit in
Davis, and Highway 18 was open there now.

The Vermillion River was down quite a bit
at Parker, too, though it is expected to crest
at 17 feet today at Wakonda and at 24 feet
near the city of Vermillion on Friday. Flood
warnings remained in effect Wednesday for
the Big Sioux, Vermillion and lower James
Rivers.

Brad Stiefvater, McCook County Emer-
gency Services director, said residents of
Montrose were still drinking bottled water
because of concerns about contamination of
the city's water supply. He also said that 10
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to 15 families were still unable to return to
their homes.

State Game, Fish and Parks officials re-
opened Lake Vermillion to boaters Wednes-
day after it was shut down for five days be-
cause of flooding. However, Campbell, Madi-
son, Herman and Brandt lakes and two state
parks remained closed.

For now, community officials say they will
be assessing the damage even further and
watching the skies for the next downpour.

“I've been saying all spring that we can't
take much more of these 3- and 4-inch
rainfalls,” Bob Borchers, Hawarden's super-
intendent of public works, said. “But we're
holding on. The river's up and has stayed
that way. The good thing is, it hasn't gotten
as high as it was earlier.”

[From the Sioux City Journal, July 10, 1993]

SoUTH DAKOTA OFFICIALS REPORT INCREASE

IN FLOOD DAMAGE

PIERRE.—The preliminary estimate of flood
damage to public property in eastern South
Dakota has risen to $4.3 million, state offi-
cials reported Friday.

And Mike O'Connor, director of South Da-
kota's Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service, said officials now esti-
mate crop losses in the state exceed $500 mil-
lion.

O'Connor said the South Dakota Emer-
gency and Disaster Board, which he heads,
has asked for a federal agricultural disaster
declaration for the 33 counties recommended
by Gov. Walter D, Miller.

The state also is seeking a federal disaster
declaration to provide help in repairing pub-
lic property in 17 counties.

Officials of the state Division of Emer-
gency Management reported that survey
teams have had trouble identifying and as-
sessing damage because 30 much of the area
in eastern South Dakota is still under water.

The preliminary estimates of damages to
public property don't include Lake County,
which suffered extensive flood damage begin-
ning last weekend.

The estimates include damages to roads,
bridges, water control facilities and rec-
reational areas. Also included are the costs
of debris removal and emergency protective
measures.

O’Connor said ASCS officials estimate that
more than 1.1 million acres of corn and 1.2
million acres of soybeans have been flooded
or never planted because of heavy rains.
That equates to a loss of nearly $193 million
for corn and $256 million for soybeans, he
said.

Total crop losses will exceed $500 million
when damage to wheat, sunflowers, oats,
barley, hay and other crops is calculated,
O’Connor said.

Meanwhile, state Adjutant General Harold
Sykora said the state's flood command cen-
ter in Sioux Falls will be open today and
Sunday from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. to provide
technical assistance to South Dakota flood
victims. The center operates between 8 a.m.
and 5 p.m. on weekdays.

Sykora said the command center has been
fielding 50 to 60 calls a day on its toll-free
telephone line, which is (800) 407-5143.

Miller on Friday also announced that a
state program will provide at least $3 million
in no-interest loans to help low- and mod-
erate-income flood victims repair their
homes in eastern South Dakota.

The loan program is funded by the South
Dakota Housing Development Authority and
five commercial banks.

Qualified families can get loans at zero
percent interest to repair their homes. The
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loan program carries no equity minimum,
origination fee, points, or fees for survey, ap-
praisal, title search or filing, Miller said.

“The interest rate on loans at zero percent
will be a substantial help to qualified fami-
lies whose homes need the kind of repairs
I've seen in my travels across the state,”
Miller said in a written statement.

State officials and the banks involved in
the loan program will provide more informa-
tion on the program after final details are
worked out, officials said.

To gualify for & home-repair loan, a family
must be below income limits that vary from
county to county. Those income limits range
from $30,000 in some counties to $37,335 in
Minnehaha County.

The home-repair loans are available only
to families in the 17 counties that Miller has
designated as disaster areas because of dam-
age to public property.

Those counties are Bon Homme, Brook-
ings, Clay, Davison, Hanson, Hutchinson,
Kingsbury, Lake, Lincoln, McCook, Miner,
Minnehaha, Moody, Sanborn, Turner, Union
and Yankton.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

T ——
TROOPS IN SOMALIA

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, some
months ago, I stood on this floor and
objected to the manner in which our
troops went into Somalia. I said at
that time that the U.N. forces, Euro-
pean forces, and Japanese-financed as-
sistance should be leading the way. I
felt that the United States should be
very careful about involving itself in
the situation in Somalia, because it
would lead to an entanglement. That
prediction has come true. We should be
careful when going into countries with
military force—I say that as a Vietnam
veteran. If we do it through the use of
U.N. forces on a cooperative basis,
using a multinational force, it is all
right. But it is going to be a long time
before the United States can disengage
in Somalia.

I said that same thing the first day
we went in, when it was very popular
to be going in, and very unpopular to
be saying otherwise. But that is ex-
actly what happened. My prophecy has
come true, that we would become en-
tangled in a civil war, and it would be
very difficult to disengage. I believe we
should disengage as quickly as pos-
sible. It is going to get worse. If troops
stay there, they should be U.N. multi-
country forces, and our troops should
not take the lead. We are going to be
accused of killing people, and we are
going to have claims against the Unit-
ed States. We are going to be blamed
for everything. We are blamed for ev-
erything anyway. We should not be
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going on these adventures, sending our
troops into countries without multi-
national backing.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DURENBERGER addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

EMERGENCY DISASTER ASSIST-
ANCE AND CROP INSURANCE
REFORM

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
as America watched the horror caused
by floods in the Midwest on TV, my
colleague from South Dakota and I,
and many others, were personally
meeting with the victims in our home
States, particularly those in the State
of Minnesota, sharing their pain the
best we could. It is truly an incredible
sight, probably not yet to reach the
State of the Presiding Officer right
now, which all of our water eventually
does. But it is incredible to note that it
is now a consensus that the floods of
1993 are the single most widespread dis-
aster to hit my State of Minnesota in
100 years.

As I have viewed newspaper pictures
of Des Moines, IA, and places in Mis-
souri, I was struck by the observation
that in Iowa and Missouri, waters are
wide. In Minnesota, they run very deep,
and the damage runs very deep in the
heart and the soul of the family farmer
and of small communities.

I have never seen such pain, such
hopelessness, and I have been through 4
years running of a drought in that part
of a State. In the last 3 years, I have
been through floods and tornadoes
combined, and I have never experienced
the pain and hopelessness that you can
see in family farmers today.

Farmers in my part of the country,
in Minnesota, have been prevented
from planting their crops. If you do not
make it by the Fourth of July, you do
not make it. They have been prevented
from planting corn and soybeans in
particular. This is a tragedy for the
farmers, but the tragedy is not con-
fined to the farmers. Without a steady
farm income, the farmers will go out of
business. In the Second Congressional
District of Minnesota alone, one of our
largest, it is estimated that 25 percent
of the small businesses will be bank-
rupt by September.

If Congress does not act now, the po-
tential exists for a massive financial
collapse in rural Minnesota—a region
which relies on farm income as its eco-
nomic base, and the heart of the eco-
nomic base for the rest of the country.

The Senate must act on an emer-
gency disaster bill before August 1, and
I will work with the leadership, the ad-
ministration, the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Appropriations
Committee, and anybody else, to move
the process along.

Mr. President, these beleaguered citi-
zens have been stricken by the most
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violent force of nmature in a century.
America needs its farmers and its rural
communities just as much as any other
segment of our society, and it is our re-
sponsibility to protect them.

The people of Minnesota, as everyone
knows, are particularly strong and
they are also very proud. When I vis-
ited the disaster victims, they told me
that Federal aid was needed but not at
the expense of their grandchildren.

So let me be blunt about this. In the
past, I have voted against emergency
appropriations bills for the victims of
disasters in south Florida, Chicago,
and Los Angeles. The reason for my op-
position was that those congressional
actions lacked fiscal restraint and will-
ingness to make sacrifices in other
parts of the budget. In other words, it
was like free money being sent off to
these, at least in a couple cases, com-
munity-made disasters, not the result
of mother nature. There was no will-
ingness to make any sacrifice any-
where else in the budget. I think this
kind of restraint is absolutely essential
at a time when we have a $4 trillion na-
tional debt.

So I must say it is not the American
people that are the problem. When our
Nation has been confronted with do-
mestic and international emergencies
and disasters, the very best in our peo-
ple's spirit always come through. Many
times in the 217-year history of our Re-
public, we have asked our citizens to
make personal and financial sacrifices
for the good of our Nation. And they
always have.

In the face of terrible devastation in
the Nation’s bountiful agricultural sec-
tor, a part of our Nation we cannot do
without, can we not ask for some sac-
rifice on the part of our people and
Members of Congress? I fear it is the
Congress that is the problem, and that
is why I make this little talk today.

Can we not ask that the money need-
ed to help rebuild these Midwestern
cities, rural areas, and farms be taken
from arother program in the Federal
Government’s $1.5 trillion budget? As a
servant of the public interest, this Gov-
ernment must help rebuild the econo-
mies and incomes of the flooded areas,
but we have to do it with fiscal re-
straint and real sacrifices.

And let no one doubt the severity of
the problem—the clear and convincing
need for Federal help. Kent Thiesse of
Blue Earth County, MN, told me that
farmers in his area have lost 30 percent
of their corn crop, 40 percent of their
soybeans, and will lose almost 60 per-
cent of their alfalfa this year.

Remember, again, we are one of those
States. We only get one chance a year,
and many of these people lost their
jobs in 1991, and lost their chance in
1992, and are now losing it in 1993.
These people exemplify personal sac-
rifice, but they always exemplified
community responsibility and that is
the reason we need to help them.
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In this context, I would like to ad-
dress a broader issue than just Federal
disaster aid, and that is, really, why
Federal disaster aid? Last March, I in-
troduced a bill called the Federal Crop
Insurance Fairness Act. If that bill
were in place today, it would make the
prospects brighter for recovery from
these losses. I will continue to fight for
this bill because it will give farmers
real coverage for their crops.

That bill would:

Base coverage on actual production
history rather than county averages.

Extend late planting coverage an ad-
ditional 5 days, to 25 days.

Increase prevented planting coverage
by 15 percent, guaranteeing farmers
fully 50 percent of the coverage of their
crop if natural disasters prohibit them
from planting, which is basically our
problem in Minnesota. If you cannot
get into the field and plant a crop, you
cannot be covered by crop insurance,
even though it is the kind of disaster
that you ought to have insurance to
cover.

The problem with the system today
is that farmers in Minnesota and
across this Nation pay out, but there is
nothing there when .it is time to col-
lect. Yesterday, Richard Peterson, a
corn farmer in Jackson County, MN,
showed me his crop insurance statistics
for the past 6 years. Between 1986 and
1992, Richard paid $21,000 in crop insur-
ance premiums. He was unable to plant
because of drought and rain during 3 of
those years and his total received from
crop insurance, even though he was not
able to get into the field 3 of these
years, the total he got back was $2,100
or 10 percent of the premiums that he
paid in.

Mr. President, it is this kind of pay-
out that discourages farmers from par-
ticipating in the crop insurance pro-
gram, and costs the Government more
in disaster assistance—which is my
point. I mean we are wasting money by
not having an insurance program in ef-
fect.

So I intend to offer my legislation,
the Federal Crop Insurance Fairness
Act, as an amendment to an appro-
priate vehicle that comes through this
body this month and before the August
recess.

Both the Federal aid to flood victims
and the reform of crop insurance need
to be revitalized by the same spirit: A
willingness to make fundamental, in-
telligent choices about what our Fed-
eral Government should do and how we
are going to pay for it. I look forward
to working with colleagues from the
flooded areas and other parts of this
country to solve this problem in a way
that will provide a model for future
discussions of emergency spending.

NETWORK AGREEMENT ON TV
VIOLENCE

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
it has been nearly 40 years since Con-
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gress held its first hearing on tele-
vision violence—and 20 years after the
U.S. Surgeon General issued a report
warning of the impact that television
violence has on our people. It took that
length of time for the four major tele-
vision networks to finally acknowledge
that TV does affect viewers, especially
children.

That recognition—in and of itself,
was truly historic.

I am especially pleased that the net-
works have voluntarily adopted an ap-
proach which I outlined a couple
months ago, involving violence warn-
ing labels, as the first tangible step to-
ward combating the epidemic of TV vi-
olence.

THANKS TO MARK OLSON

Mr. President, at this point, I would
like to acknowledge the key contribu-
tion of Mark Olson, the young Min-
nesota State legislator who originally
brought this particular issue to my at-
tention. Mark introduced a bipartisan
resolution in the Minnesota House of
Representatives calling on Congress to
pass my legislation called the Chil-
dren’s Television Violence Protection
Act. Now the networks, in effect, have
made that act unnecessary because
they have done it voluntarily.

WARNING LABELS ARE NOT ENOUGH

As provided in that bill, the networks
have now agreed to place warning ca-
bles on certain programs to help alert
parents and safeguard children from
televised violence. They have also
agreed to notify local newspapers and
programming guides about violent TV
shows.

But as I have said—repeatedly—
warning labels alone are not enough to
stem the rising tide of TV violence.
They are just a warning and reminder
of our responsibility. Warning labels
will work only when parents are home
to supervise their children’'s TV view-
ing. True progress would mean a vol-
untary reduction in violence by the
cable and broadcast industries, and by
the Hollywood production community
as well.

So while I am encouraged by this re-
cent development, I am hopeful that we
will see even bolder action by the net-
works, Hollywood, and the cable indus-
try at the upcoming conference on TV
violence next month. With studies now
showing that a typical child watches
8,000 murders and 100,000 acts of vio-
lence before finishing elementary
school, I think we all agree that this
problem is just too serious to bandage
over.

Let us be clear. The networks' action
2 weeks ago was not enough. There are
serious flaws in this type of voluntary
system. ik

First, there is no uniformity. Under
this voluntary agreement, each net-
work's standards and practices depart-
ment will be determining which pro-
grams should carry warning labels and
which shows should not. Parents will
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not have a clear, reliable, uniform
standard as to what shows are consid-
ered violent.

Second, neither the cable industry
nor independent television stations are
covered by the agreement. If you have
cable TV in your home, you know what
I am talking about. You may have 50 or
60 channels coming into your living
room. But the agreement reached by
the networks covers programs on only
four of those channels. That means
there will be no warning on about 95
percent of the stations.

Mr. President, because the prolifera-
tion of violence is due in large part to
cable TV, it is critical that this warn-
ing label system be extended to cover
cable and independent stations, as well.

I should mention that Ted Turner has
acknowledged televised violence's ef-
fect on our children, and has been one
clear voice in the industry admitting
that something needs to be done. But
in the cable industry, his is a lonely
voice of sensitivity and responsibility.

THE CHILDREN'S TELEVISION VIOLENCE
PROTECTION ACT

Mr. President, my intent in introduc-
ing the Children’s Television Violence
Protection Act was to push the broad-
cast industry, the cable industry, and
Hollywood to do more than just place
warning labels on violent program-
ming. It was to convince them that leg-
islative action would be taken if they
did not actually reduce the amount of
violence on TV, and make efforts to
portray violence in a less gratuitous
manner.

The intent of my bill was to say to
the TV industry: We won't let you con-
tinue to bombard our children with
senseless violence.

So if the networks' voluntary agree-
ment to use warning labels was in-
tended to stave off congressional ac-
tion, I am here to tell you that it has
not pacified this Senator.

I will continue to push for passage of
the Children's Television Violence Pro-
tection Act, and to support the contin-
ued efforts of others in this body—in-
cluding Senators SIMON, CONRAD, and
DorGAN—to0 reduce TV violence.

JOIN ME IN COSPONSORING THE CTVPA

Finally, Mr. President, I want to say
to my colleagues that they should not
be ashamed or afraid to stand up to TV
violence. Nor should they be deterred
by television industry executives who
wrap themselves in the cloak of the
first amendment while they continue
to assault our children day-in and day-
out with gratuitous violent images.

I never have maintained that TV vio-
lence is the only cause of violence in
our society. But over 40 years of evi-
dence now shows, as the networks
themselves have acknowledged, that
TV violence does affect our children. It
has contributed, and continues to con-
tribute, in a very tangible way to the
real violence in America today.

The Children’s TV Violence Protec-
tion Act is fully consistent with the
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first amendment. And if its warning
label system is good enough for some of
the television industry, it should be
good enough for all. So I want to urge
my colleagues to join me and Senators
CONRAD, THURMOND, and DOMENICI in
cosponsoring the bill, and standing up
to TV violence.

I see on the floor my colleague from
Illinois. If there is anybody in this
body who has committed some part of
his service to eliminating violence in
our society, and particularly in the
media, it is our colleague from Illinois.
So I am pleased to yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I simply
want to commend my colleague from
Minnesota for his attention to this
problem. There is a growing awareness
that we have a problem in our society.
I saw one editorial in the Washington
Times that said it is not clear that vio-
lence on television adds to violence in
our society.

That is clear. The research is over-
whelming, there is no question about
that. Maybe the editorial writer has
not read the evidence, but it is very,
very clear and we are groping toward
some answers. I think the steps that
have been taken by the networks are a
good first step, but we have to look at
where we are going.

I simply want to commend my col-
league from Minnesota for his atten-
tion to this.

Mr. President, if no one seeks the
floor—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield the floor?

Mr. SIMON. I yield to the Presiding
Officer, of course.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will observe that morning busi-
ness is now closed.

RECESS UNTIL 2:156 P.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:29 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to

order by the Presiding Officer [Mr.

KERREY].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, in his capacity as a Senator
from the State of Nebraska, suggests
the absence of a quorum.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

1993 ELLIS ISLAND MEDAL OF
HONOR RECIPIENTS

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, as
the former honorary chairman of Eth-
nic American Day, I have the distinct
privilege of entering into the RECORD
the names of the individuals who have
been awarded the National Ethnic Coa-
lition of Organizations [NECO] 1993
Ellis Island Medal of Honor.

NECO’s distinguished board chair-
man is Mr. Willlam Denis Fugazy.
NECO, founded in 1984, is the only or-
ganization in the United States of
America that celebrates the ethnic di-
versity of the American population.
NECO serves as a watchdog for ethnic,
racial, and religious injustice—and has
been the Nation’s one constant voice
and vigorous advocate for ethnic unity
and pride in America. One of its pro-
grams is the Ellis Island Medals of
Honor.

Each year, since 1986, NECO has rec-
ognized America’s ethnic diversity by
honoring the achievements and con-
tributions of ethnic Americans in all
professions, including government, en-
tertainment, business and industry,
sports, health care, and communica-
tions. NECO’s Ellis Island Medals of
Honor embody the true spirit of what
makes the United States unique among
the world’s nations.

Many of the country's ethnic groups
have no direct connection to Ellis Is-
land, but that is irrelevant to NECO
because the experience of all immi-
grant groups that have landed on our
soil has been the same—they have been
the target of ethnic, racial, and reli-
gious hatred, discrimination, stereo-
typing, and prejudice.

The Ellis Island Medal of Honor
strives to eliminate this hatred.
Whether they have entered past Lady
Liberty in New York Harbor—or
through John F. Kennedy International
Airport—or whether they are native
Americans, African-Americans, Asian-
Americans, or other groups who have
not entered this country through Ellis
Island—NECO's Ellis Island Medal of
Honor embraces all ethnic Americans
who call this great country home. The
National Ethnic Coalition of Organiza-
tions 1993 Ellis Island Medal of Honor
recipients are:

1993 ELLIS ISLAND MEDAL OF HONOR
RECIPIENTS

Roz Abrams

Joey Adams

Ernest Allen’

William J. Alley

Arthur Ashe (posthumous)

Andrew A. Athens

Mr. Arthur August

Mr. Louis E. Azzato

Bishop Paul A. Baltakis, O.F.M.

Ms,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
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Mr. Dado Banatao

Mr. Ben Barnes

Mr. Richard Bernstein

Mr. Max Bleck

Ms. Tova Borgnine

Mr. Vincent A. Calarco
Mr. Jerome A. Chazen

Mr. Alfred A. Checchi

Mr. Edward J. Cleary

Mr. Marshall S. Cogan

Mr. Lester Crown

Michael DeBakey, M.D.
The Honorable Robert J. Del Tufo
The Honorable Edward P. Djerejian
Rt. Rev. Tibor Domotor
Mr. Michael Douglas

Mr. Robert J. Eaton

Mr. William T, Esrey

Ms. Gloria Estefan

Ms. Sandra Feldman

Ms. Geraldine A. Ferraro
Mr. William J. Flynn

Mr. James M. Fox

Mr. Abraham H. Foxman
Mr. Marshall M. Fredericks
Mr. James R. Galbraith
Ms. Rose Gerace-Mancusi
Mr. Thomas 8. Gulotta
Mr. Sonny Hall

Mr. Arthur J. Halleran, Jr.
Mr. Charles Harper

Dr. Nils Hasselmo

Mr. John Hatsopoulos

Mr. Daniel Hesse

Mr. Thomas R. Hilberth
Mr. Allan Houser

Mr. Kevork Hovnanian

The Honorable Dr. Irene H. Impellizzeri

Dr. Ray R. Irani

Mr. Theodore H. Ted Jacobsen
Dr. J. Christopher Jafee, D.Eng.
Mr. Morton L. Janklow

The Honorable Sterling Johnson, Jr.
Ms. Kathy Keeton

Mr. Gaynor N. Kelley
Commissioner Raymond W. Kelly
Mr. Patrick J. Keogh

The Honorable Jay Kim

Mr. George Klein

Mr. William I. Koch

Ms. Kay Smith Koplovitz

Mr. Stanley Kreitman

Mr. Joseph Krentzel

Mr. Brij Lal

The Honorable Thomas D. Lambros
Mr. Peter Lawson-Johnston

Mr. Fred Lebow

Mr, Jeff Lederer

Ms. Judith Leiber

Mr, Jay Leno

Mr. 0.G. Linde

Ms. Susan Lucci

The Honorable William H. Luers
Mr. George M. Marcus

Mr. Victor Markowicz

John P, McEnroe, Esq.

Mrs. Linda E. McMahon

Mr. Bernard H. Mendik

The Honorable Norman Y. Mineta
Mr. Louis Mofsie

Mr. N. Scott Momaday

The Honorable John P. Murtha
The Hon. Thomas A. Nassif

Dr. Antonia C. Novello

Ms. Sadye Sinn Olivieri

Mr. Edward James Olmos

Mr. Paul F. Oreffice

Mr. William Porter Payne

Rev. Andrew Pier, OSB

Mr. Michael Preisler

Mr. Jerry Reinsdorf

Ms. Mary Ann Restivo

Mr. Pat Riley

The Honorable Carlos Rivera
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The Honorable William P. Rogers
Mr. Vincent 5. Romano

Mr. Edgar Romney

Mr. Phillip B. Rooney

Mr. Frederic D. Rosen

Leon E. Rosenberg, M.D.
Mr. Eric O. Salonen

Mr. Allan “Bud” H. Selig
Dr. Beurt R. SerVaas

Mr. Herbert J. Siegel

Mr. Nick Smyrnis

Rabbi Ronald B. Sobel

Mr. Sheldon H. Solow

The Honorable John E. Sprizzo
Mr. Howard Stringer

Mr. Thomas J. Sullivan

Mr. Percy Ellis Sutton

Mr. Daniel M. Tabas

Mr. A. Alfred Taubman

Mr, Anthony P. Terracciano
The Honorable Peter Tom
Mr. Angelo K. Tsakopoulos
The Honorable Nydia M. Velazquez
Mr. Karl M. von der Heyden
Mr. LeRoy T. Walker

Mr. Kung Lee Wang

Mr. Walter H. Weiner

Mr. Gary C. Wendt

Ms. Marion Wiesel

Mr. Walter B. Wriston

Mr. Peter Yeung

FAST TRACK MUST BE EXTENDED

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
wish to address my primary concerns
regarding the recent extension of fast-
track trade negotiating authority. This
extension was necessary if the current
negotiations for a new General Agree-
ment. on Tariffs and Trade are to be
concluded.

South Dakota is the most rural and
agricultural State in the Nation. A
bright economic future for South Da-
kota’s farmers, ranchers, and small
business men and women depends on:

Increasing exports of U.S. agricul-
tural and small business products;

Eliminating nontariff trade barriers
and significantly reducing the use of
unfair export subsidies; and

A level playing field in the world
trade arena.

Future trade agreements must help
U.S. agriculture and small business be-
come more competitive in the inter-
national marketplace. That is my No. 1
concern.

I have long made it clear that in
order for U.S. agriculture to survive,
farmers and ranchers must be rep-
resented at the trade negotiating table.
I cannot support trade agreements that
sell U.8. agriculture down the river.

Mr. President, the United States con-
stitutes only 5 percent of the world’s
population, yet holds a comparative
advantage in producing food and fiber.
The United States is the world’s bread-
basket. One out of every 3 acres farmed
in the United States is for export. The
U.S. food and fiber system contributes
nearly 20 percent of our gross domestic
product. The key challenge to our
trade negotiators is to assure that a
new GATT agreement expands markets
for U.S. farmers. We must seize this
moment.
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History has taught us that economic
growth is attained through freer trade.
Closed markets and protectionist trade
action stunts economic growth. What
does economic growth mean? It means
new jobs. It means better paying jobs.
It means higher productivity, higher
standards of living. We are more inter-
twined in the global marketplace than
ever before. One out of every six U.S.
manufacturing jobs is dependent on ex-
ports. That is up from one out of every
eight just a few years ago.

So we have 1 out of every 3 acres of
land within this country that we ex-
port the food from, and one out of
every six jobs in this country depends
on the products we export. That will
accelerate. We will become more and
more dependent on international mar-
kets.

A BRIEF HISTORY

America's development is deeply con-
nected to trade. From the Boston Tea
Party where American citizens pro-
tested tea imports to the Tariff Act of
1789, to the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of
1930, Americans have tried the heavy
hand of protectionism. These protec-
tionist acts resulted in reciprocal ac-
tion on the part of other nations.

Many believed that the Smoot-
Hawley Act was the catalyst for Amer-
ica’s Great Depression as well as the
worldwide economic downturn. To re-
verse this situation the United States
enacted the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act of 1934. This law authorized
the President to lower duties in trade
agreements with foreign countries and
embraced the principle that tariff ad-
justment be made selective and on re-
ciprocal basis. It also gave the Presi-
dent the authority to negotiate tariffs
with congressional approval. This act
served as the basis for today’'s trade
agreements.

Yet in another effort to promote
freer and less restrictive trade the
GATT—the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade—was created in 1948.
GATT was designed to serve as the
world’s governing body for inter-
national trade. Its primary objective is
to achieve the substantial reduction of
tariffs and other barriers to world
trade. It is still in existence today.

It has been my hope that the GATT
treaty will go forward, but I am wor-
ried it will not because of Europe’s un-
willingness to cut its agricultural sub-
sidies and its subsidies to Airbus. We
are decreasing our agriculture sub-
sidies on a 5-year basis. We have two
farm bills that have done so.

The GATT has grown in membership
from its original 23 member countries
to 108 today. Today's member countries
represent 90 percent of world trade.
Eight negotiating rounds have been
held under the GATT—the first created
GATT, and the current Uruguay round
is the eighth. GATT members afford
each other most-favored-nation status.
A basic principle of GATT is that mem-
ber countries consult with one another



15362

to resolve trade disputes. If differences
cannot be settled a complaint can be
made to the GATT under its dispute
settlement clause. Often a GATT panel
of experts investigates the complaint
and makes recommendations.

The GATT does permit regional trad-
ing arrangements, such as United
States-Canadian Free-Trade Agree-
ment and the United States-Israel
Free-Trade Agreement. As long as
these arrangements do not raise trade
barriers against GATT members out-
side the regional arrangements, such
free trade agreements are acceptable.
Thus the GATT provides an exception
to its most-favored-nation clause when
the result is freer trade.

As the world enters the 21st century,
a new agreement would significantly
shape the future economic growth of
the world’s developing and lesser devel-
oped countries. This is significant for
the United States since 40 percent of
U.S. trade is with the world’s develop-
ing and lesser developed countries.

WHAT IS AT STAKE

The United States is the world's
central marketplace with $929.2 billion
in trade in 1992. The United States ex-
ported $415.5 billion in 1992, a 21-per-
cent increase since 1989. More than $40
billion in U.S. exports was in agricul-
tural products. Exports of capital
goods, such as aircraft, high-tech-
nology equipment, and oil exploration
equipment are up nearly 30 percent.

Up until now, GATT has dealt pri-
marily with lowering tariffs and
quotas. Nontariff trade barriers such as
Government research and development,
safety standards, licensing, domestic
price supports, construction permits,
protection of intellectual property
rights are all on the table. Is this agen-
da too ambitious? Only time will tell.
Many believe that these nontariff bar-
riers replaced the high tariffs of the
1940's. Will GATT, in time, be able to
successfully address these areas as it
did with tariff barriers throughout the
last 40 years?

Will the world continue to embrace
the principles of freer trade and less
isolationism? Will these principles be
discarded and replaced by Government-
controlled managed trade? Will the
world retreat into a period of predatory
trade practices? I hope that world's an-
swer is a resounding ‘‘no.”

Mr. President, as we moved to the
1990°’s, I had hoped that we would have
the eighth round, the Uruguay round of
the GATT treaties adopted and we
would have freer trade in the 1990's. I
hope that eventually we have a free-
trade agreement in North and South
America. I am a believer in free trade
as long as we have fair trade. But now
I am pessimistic because the world
seems to be balkanizing into little
trade groups. Europe wants to be
protectionistic. It uses some tariffs but
it also uses nontariff trade barriers. In-
deed, our telecommunications people
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are told there are no tariffs but they go
over there and discover standards and
licensing procedures, and other non-
tariff trade barriers. There is really not
free trade there, at least for our people.

The rest of the world believes free
trade is being able to have access to
the government markets and then put
some nontariff barriers on. The non-
tariff barriers are frequently more vi-
cious and harder.

So I am saddened that as we move
through the 1990's we are not having
free trade. We seem to be moving more
toward regional or balkanized trade in
this world, and that will hurt poor peo-
ple the most. It will lessen the develop-
ment of jobs, and it will hurt world
prosperity.

The administration estimates that
over the next decade a successful Uru-
guay round agreement would increase
world output by more than $5 trillion—
more than $1 trillion to the United
States alone. This translates to an ad-
ditional $17,000 for the average Amer-
ican family of four. Rules to protect
the intellectual property of U.S. busi-
ness men and women would protect
nearly $60 billion of lost revenue due to
theft and counterfeiting of U.8. ideas.

It is clear that a new GATT agree-
ment would fuel economic growth and
create jobs worldwide.

Mr. President, I note the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, was leader
time reserved?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Leader
time is reserved.

GOP READY TO HELP CONFRONT
RECORD MIDWEST FLOODING

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as the
flood of 1993 continues to swallow up
more and more land, and encroach on
more and more midwestern commu-
nities, our thoughts and prayers are
with the many thousands of Americans
who are waist-deep in this disaster.
But, these people need more than our
warm wishes, and they will get more
from the Federal Government.

We have not yet seen the President’s
request for emergency assistance, and
the scope of this tragedy may not yet
be known until the flood waters recede.

As the Republican leader, I am pre-
pared to move quickly, and to cooper-
ate with President Clinton and the ad-
ministration as we seek to ease the suf-
fering and the hardship of a disaster
that has driven people from their
homes, crippled businesses, destroyed
crops, shut down water supplies, and
been linked to at least 19 deaths.
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The severe weather that has caused
this record flooding has also wreaked
havoc in Kansas. Severe storms have
pounded Kansas, including tornadoes,
heavy rains, large hail, and some ex-
tremely high winds. This severe weath-
er has devastated crops, prevented
plantings, hampered the wheat harvest,
and destroyed homes and businesses.

So I guess, Mr. President, the mes-
sage I think from all of us in this
Chamber is that as soon as it is pos-
sible—it is not possible yet because we
do not know the extent of the dam-
age—for the President to send us his
request, we will, I am certain, act
quickly, act together, and act in the
total spirit of bipartisanship.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

HATCH ACT REFORM
AMENDMENTS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port S. 185.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 185) to amend title V, United
States Code, to restore to Federal civilian
employees their right to participate volun-
tarily, as private citizens, in the political
processes of the Nation, to protect such em-
ployees from improper political solicita-
tions, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill which had been reported from the
Committee on Governmental Affairs,
with an amendment to strike all after
the enacting clause and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

That this Act may be cited as the “Halch Act
Reform Amendments of 1993".
SEC. 2. POLITICAL ACTIVITIES.

(a) Subchapter III of chapter 73 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“SUBCHAPTER III—POLITICAL ACTIVITIES

“§7321. Political participation

“It is the policy of the Congress that employ-
ees should be encouraged to erercise fully, free-
ly, and without fear of penalty or reprisal, and
to the extent not erpressly prohibited by law,
their right to participate or to refrain from par-
ticipating in the political processes of the Na-
tion.

“§7322. Definitions

“For the purpose of this subchapter—

‘(1) ‘employee’ means any individual, other
than the President and the Vice President, em-
ployed or holding office in—

“(A) an Exrecutive agency other than the Gen-
eral Accounting Office; or

“(B) a position within the competitive service
which is not in an Erecutive agency,;
but does not include a member of the uniformed
services;

*(2) ‘partisan political office’ means any of-
fice for which any candidate is nominated or
elected as representing a party any of whose
candidates for Presidential elector received voles
in the last preceding election at which Presi-
dential electors were selected, but shall exclude
any office or position within a political party or
affiliated organization; and

"*(3) 'political contribution'—

“(A) means any gift, subscription, loan, ad-
vance, or deposit of money or anything of value,
made for any political purpose;
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“(B) includes any contract, promise, or agree-
ment, exrpress or implied, whether or not legally
enforceable, to make a contribution for any po-
litical purpose;

“(C) includes any payment by any person,
other than a candidate or a political party or
affiliated organization, of compensation for the
personal services of another person which are
rendered to any candidate or political party or
affiliated organization without charge for any
political purpose; and

‘(D) includes the provision of personal serv-

ices for any political purpose.
“87323. Political activity authorized; prohibi-
tions

“(a) Subject to the provisions of subsection
(b), an employee may take an active part in po-
litical management or in political campaigns,
except an employee may not—

(1) use his official authority or influence for
the purpose of interfering with or affecting the
result of an election;

“(2) knowingly solicit, accept, or receive a po-
litical contribution from any person, unless such
person is—

“(A) a member of the same Federal labor orga-
nization as defined under section 7103(4) of this
title or a Federal employee organization which
as of the date of enactment of the Hatch Act Re-
form Amendments of 1993 had a multicandidate
political committee (as defined under section
315(a)(4) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (2 U.8.C. 441a(a)(4)));

“(B) not a subordinate employee; and

“(C) the solicitation is for a contribution to
the multicandidate political commitlee (as de-
fined under section 315(a)(4) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
44la(a)(4))) of such Federal labor organization
as defined under section T103(4) of this title or
a Federal employee organization which as of the
date of the enactment of the Hatch Act Reform
Amendments of 1993 had a multicandidate polit-
ical committee (as defined wunder section
315(a)(4) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(4))); or

“(3) run for the nomination or as a candidate
for election to a partisan political office; or

“(4) knowingly solicit or discourage the par-
ticipation in any political activity of any person
who—

“{A) has an application for any compensa-
tion, grant, contract, ruling, license, permit, or
certificate pending before the employing office
of such employee; or

“(B) is the subject of or a participant in an
ongoing audit, investigation, or enforcement ac-
tion being carried out by the employing office of
such employee.

“(b)(1) An employee of the Federal Election
Commission (except one appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate), may not request or receive from, or give
to, an employee, a Member of Congress, or an
officer of a uniformed service a political con-
tribution.

*(2) No employee of the Federal Election Com-
mission (except one appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate), may take an active part in political man-
agement or political campaigns.

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘active part in political management or in a po-
litical campaign’ means those acts of political
management or political campaigning which
were prohibited for employees of the competitive
service before July 19, 1940, by determinations of
the Civil Service Commission under the rules
prescribed by the President.

“§7324. Political activities on duty; prohibi-
tion

“(a) An employee may not engage in political
activity—
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*'(1) while the employee is on duty;

'(2) in any room or building occupied in the
discharge of official duties by an individual em-
ployed or holding office in the Government of
the United States or any agency or instrumen-
tality thereof;

“'(3) while wearing a uniform or official insig-
nia identifying the office or position of the em-
ployee; or

‘'(4) using any vehicle owned or leased by the
Government of the United States or any agency
or instrumentality thereof.

Y(b)(1) An employee described in paragraph
(2) of this subsection may engage in political ac-
tivity otherwise prohibited by subsection (a) if
the costs associated with that political activity
are not paid for by money derived from the
Treasury of the United States.

*'(2) Paragraph (1) applies to an employee—

"'(A) the duties and responsibilities of whose
position continue outside normal duty hours
and while away from the normal duty post; and

"(B) who is—

(i) an employee paid from an appropriation
for the Erecutive Office of the President; or

*(ii) an employee appointed by the President
by and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, whose position is located within the United
States, who determines policies to be pursued by
the United States in relations with foreign pow-
ers or in the nationwide administration of Fed-
eral laws.

“§7325. Political activity permitted; employees
regiding in certain municipalities

“The Office of Personnel Management may
prescribe  regulations permitting employees,
without regard to the prohibitions in para-
graphs (2) and (3) of section 7323 of this title, to
take an active part in political management and
political campaigns involving the municipality
or other political subdivision in which they re-
side, to the extent the Office considers it to be
in their domestic interest, when—

“(1) the municipality or political subdivision
is in Maryland or Virginia and in the immediate
vicinity of the District of Columbia, or is a mu-
nicipality in which the majority of voters are
employed by the Government of the United
States; and

*(2) the Office determines that because of spe-
cial or unusual circumstances which erist in the
municipality or political subdivision it is in the
domestic interest of the employees and individ-
wuals to permit that political participation.

“§7326. Penalties

“Any employee who has been determined by
the Merit Systems Protection Board to have vio-
lated on two occasions any provision of section
7323 or 7324 of this title, shall upon such second
determination by the Merit System Protection
Board be removed from such employee's posi-
tion, in which event that employee may not
thereafter hold any position (other than an
elected position) as an employee (as defined in
section 7322(1) of this title). Such removal shall
not be effective until all available appeals are
final."'.

(b)(1) Section 3302(2) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking out ‘7203, 7321,
and 7322'"" and inserting in lieu thereof “‘and
7203".

(2) The table of sections for subchapter 11l of
chapter 73 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“SUBCHAPTER III—POLITICAL
ACTIVITIES
*7321. Political participation.
"*7322. Definitions.
““7323. Political activity authorized: prohibi-
tions.
*“7324. Political activities on duty; prohibition.
"7325. Political activity permitted; employees
residing in certain municipalities.

15363

“7326. Penallies.”.

SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 12 OF TITLE 35,
UNITED STATES CODE.

Section 1216(c) of title 5, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:

“f¢) If the Special Counsel receives an allega-
tion concerning any matter under paragraph
(1), (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (a), the Special
Counsel may investigate and seek corrective ac-
tion under section 1214 and disciplinary action
under section 1215 in the same way as if a pro-
hibited personnel practice were involved."'.

SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 18, UNITED
STATES CODE.

(a) Section 602 of title 18, United States Code,
relating to solicitation of political contributions,
is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’" before “It"";

(2) in paragraph (4) by striking out all that
Jollows ““Treasury of the United States’' and in-
serting in lieu thereof a semicolon and ‘‘to
knowingly solicit any contribution within the
meaning of section 301(8) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 from any other such offi-
cer, employee, or person. Any person who vio-
lates this section shall be fined under this title
or imprisoned not more than 3 years, or both.”;
and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“‘(h) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall
not apply to any activity of an employee (as de-
fined in section 7322(1) of title 5) or any individ-
ual employed in or under the United States
Postal Service or the Postal Rate Commission,
unless that activity is prohibited by section 7323
or 7324 of such title.".

(b) Section 603 of title 18, United States Code,
relating to making political contributions, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(c) The prohibition in bsection (a) shall
not apply to any activity of an employee (as de-
fined in section 7322(1) of title 5) or any individ-
ual employed in or under the United States
Postal Service or the Postal Rate Commission,
unless that activity is prohibited by section 7323
or 7324 of such title."".

(c)(1) Chapter 29 of title 18, United States
Code, relating to elections and political activi-
ties is amended by adding at the end thereof the
SJollowing new section:

“§610. Coercion of political activity

“It shall be unlawful for any person to intimi-
date, threaten, command, or coerce, or attempt
to intimidate, threaten, command, or coerce,
any employee of the Federal Governmént as de-
fined in section 7322(1) of title 5, United States
Code, to engage in, or not to engage in, any po-
litical activity, including, but not limited to,
voting or refusing to vote for any candidate or
measure in any election, making or refusing to
make any political contribution, or working or
refusing to work on behalf of any candidate.
Any person who violates this section shall be
fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not
more than three years, or both.™.

(2) The table of sections for chapter 29 of title
18, United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

“610. Coercion of political activity."".
SEC. 5. AMENDMENTS TO THE VOTING RIGHTS
ACT OF 1965.

Section 6 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 1973d) is amended by striking out ‘“‘the
provisions of section 9 of the Act of August 2,
1939, as amended (5 U.S.C. 118i), prohibiting
partisan political activity” and by inserting in
lieu thereof '‘the provisions of subchapter 111 of
chapter 73 of title 5, United States Code, relat-
ing to political activities''.
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8SEC. 6. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO APPLICA-
TION OF CHAPTER 15 OF TITLE 5,
UNITED STATES CODE.

(a) Section 1501(1) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by inserting *', the District of
Columbia,'" after “'State'’.

(b) Section 675(e) of the Community Services
Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9904(e)) is repealed.
SEC. 7. APPLICABILITY TO POSTAL EMPLOYEES.

The amendments made by this Act (except for
the amendments made by section 8), and any
regulations thereunder, shall apply with respect
to employees of the United States Postal Service
and the Postal Rate Commission, pursuant to
sections 410(b) and 3604(e) of title 39, United
States Code.

SEC. 8. POLITICAL RECOMMENDATIONS.

(a) Section 3303 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:
“§3303. Political recommendations

“(a) For the purposes of this section—

(1) ‘agency’ means—

““(A) an Erecutive agency; and

‘““(B) an agency in the legislative branch with
positions in the compelitive service;

“(2) ‘applicant’ means an individual who has
applied for appointment to be an employee;

“(3) ‘employee’ means an employee of an
agency who is—

*(A) in the competitive service;

““(B) a career appointee in the Senior Erecu-
tive Service or an employee under a similar ap-
P ilar erecutive service; or

*(C)in the ezcepted service other than—

(i) an employee who is appointed by the
President; or

“(ii) an employee whose position has been de-
termined to be of a confidential, policy-deter-
mining, policy-making, or policy-advocating
character; and

““(4) ‘personnel action' means any action de-
scribed under clauses (i) through (z) of section
2302(a)(2)(A).

“‘(b) Except as provided under subsection (f),
each personnel action with respect to an em-
ployee or applicant shall be taken without re-
gard to any recommendation or statement, oral
or written, with respect to any employee or ap-
plicant who requests or is under consideration
for such personnel action, made by—

(1) any Member of Congress or congressional
employee;

‘““(2) any elected official of the government of
any State (including the District of Columbia
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico), county,
city, or other subdivision thereof;

*(3) any official of a political party; or

“(4) any other individual or organization.

“(c) Except as provided under subsection (f),
a person or organization referred to under sub-
section (b) (1) through (4) is prohibited from
making or transmitting to any officer or em-
ployee of an agency, any recommendation or
statement, oral or written, with respect to any
employee or applicant who requests or is under
consideration for any personnel action in such
agency. Except as provided under subsection (f),
the agency, or any officer or employee of the
agency—

‘(1) shall not solicit, request, consider, or ac-
cept any such recommendation or statement;
and

“(2) shall return any such written rec-
ommendation or statement, appropriately
marked as in violation of this section, to the
person or organization transmitting the same.

*(d) Except as provided under subsection (f),
an employee or applicant who requests or is
under consideration for a personnel action in an
agency is prohibited from requesting or solicit-
ing from a person or organization referred to
under subsection (b) (1) through (4) a rec-
ommendation or statement.

“"(e) Under regulations prescribed by the Of-
fice of Personnel Management, the head of each
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agency shall ensure that employees and appli-
cants are given notice of the provisions of this
section.

“(f) An agency, or any authorized officer or
employee of an agency, may solicit, accept, and
consider, and any other individual or organiza-
tion may furnish or transmit to the agency or
such authorized officer or employee, any state-
ment with respect to an employee or applicant
who requests or is under consideration for a per-
sonnel action, if—

‘(1) the statement is furnished pursuant to a
request or requirement of the agency and con-
sists solely of an evaluation of the work per-
formance, ability, aptitude, and general quali-
fications of the employee or applicant;

“(2) the statement relates solely to the char-
acter and residence of the employee or appli-
cant;

“(3) the statement is furnished pursuant to a
request made by an authorized representative of
the Government of the United States solely in
order to determine whether the employee or ap-
plicant meets suitability or security standards;

““(4) the statement is furnished by a former
employer of the employee or applicant pursuant
to a request of an agency, and consists solely of
an evaluation of the work performance, ability,
aptitude, and general qualifications of such em-
ployee or applicant during employment with
such former employer, or

“(5) the stat t is furnished pursuant to a
provision of law or regulation authorizing con-
sideration of such statement with respect to a
specific position or category of positions.

“(g) An agency shall take any action it deter-
mines necessary and proper under subchapter I
or II of chapter 75 to enforce the provisions of
this section.

“(h) The provisions of this section shall not
affect the right of any employee to petition Con-
gress as authorized by section 7211."".

(b) The table of sections for chapter 33 of title
5, United States Code, is amended by amending
the item relating to section 3303 to read as fol-
lows:

*3303. Political recommendations."’.

(c) Section 2302(b)(2) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

*“(2) solicit or consider any recommendation or
statement, oral or written, with respect to any
individual who requests or is under consider-
ation for any personnel action except as pro-
vided under section 3303(f);"".

SEC. 9. GARNISHMENT OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES’
PAY.

(a) Subchapter II of chapter 55 of title 5, Unit-
ed States Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“$5520a. Garnishment of pay

“(a) For purposes of this section—

(1) ‘agency' means each agency of the Fed-
eral Government, including—

“(A) an executive agency, ercept for the Gen-
eral Accounting Office;

“(B) the United States Postal Service and the
Postal Rate Commission;

“(C) any agency of the judicial branch of the
Government; and

“(D) any agency of the legislative branch of
the Government, including the General Ac-
counting Office, each office of a Member of Con-
gress, a committee of the Congress, or other of-
fice of the Congress;

“(2) ‘employee’ means an employee of an
agency or member of the uniformed services as
defined under section 2101(3);

“(3) ‘legal process' means any writ, order,
summons, or other similar process in the nature
of garnishment, that—

““(A) is issued by a court of competent juris-
diction within any State, territory, or possession
of the United States, or an authorized official
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pursuant to an order of such a court or pursu-
ant to State or local law; and

‘“(B) orders the employing agency of such em-
ployee to withhold an amount from the pay of
such employee, and make a payment of such
withholding to another person, for a specifically
described satisfaction of a legal debt of the em-
ployee, or recovery of attorney's fees, interest,
or court costs; and

“'(4) ‘pay’ means—

“{A) basic pay, premium pay paid under sub-
chapter V, any payment received under sub-
chapter VI, VII, or VIII, severance and back
pay paid under subchapter IX, sick pay, incen-
tive pay, and any other compensation paid or
payable for personal services, whether such
compensation is denominated as wages, salary,
commission, bonus pay or otherwise; and

“{B) does not include awards for making sug-
gestions,

“(b) Subject to the provisions of this section
and the provisions of section 303 of the
Consumer Credit Protection Act (15 U.S.C. 1673)
pay from an agency to an employee is subject to
legal process in the same manner and to the
same extent as if the agency were a private per-
son.

“6e)(1) Service of legal process to which an
agency is subject under this section may be ac-
complished by certified or registered mail, return
receipt requested, or by personal service, upon—

“(A) the appropriate agent designated for re-
ceipt of such service of process pursuant to the
regulations issued under this section; or

“(B) the head of such agency, if no agent has
been so designated.

“(2) Such legal process shall be accompanied
by sufficient information to permit prompt iden-
tification of the employee and the payments in-
volved.

“(d) Whenever any person, who is designated
by law or regulation to accept service of process
to which an agency is subject under this section,
is effectively served with any such process or
with interrogatories, such person shall respond
thereto within thirty days (or within such
longer period as may be prescribed by applicable
State law) after the date effective service thereof
is made, and shall, as soon as possible but not
later than fifteen days after the date effective
service is made, send written notice that such
process has been so served (together with a copy
thereof) to the affected employee at his or her
duty station or last-known home address.

“(e) No employee whose duties include re-
sponding to interrogatories pursuant to require-
ments imposed by this section shall be subject to
any disciplinary action or civil or criminal li-
ability or penalty for, or on account of, any dis-
closure of information made by such employee
in connection with the carrying out of any of
such employee’s duties which pertain directly or
indirectly to the answering of any such inter-
rogatory.

“(f) Agencies affected by legal process under
this section shall not be required to vary their
normal pay and disbursement cycles in order to
comply with any such legal process.

“(g) Neither the United States, an agency, nor
any disbursing officer shall be liable with re-
spect to any payment made from payments due
or payable to an employee pursuant to legal
process regular on its face, provided such pay-
ment is made in accordance with this section
and the regulations issued to carry out this sec-
tion. In determining the amount of any payment
due from, or payable by, an agency to an em-
ployee, there shall be ercluded those amounts
which would be excluded under section 462(g) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 662(g)).

“(h)(1) Subject to the provisions of paragraph
(2), if an agency is served under this section
with more than one legal process with respect to
the same payments due or payable to an em-
ployee, then such payments shall be available,
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subject to section 303 of the Consumer Credit
Protection Act (15 U.S.C. 1673), to satisfy such
processes in priority based on the time of serv-
ice, with any such process being satisfied out of
such amounts as remain after satisfaction of all
such processes which have been previously
served.

*(2) A legal process to which an agency is
subject under sections 459, 461, and 462 of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 659, 661, and 662)
Jor the enforcement of the employee's legal obli-
gation to provide child support or make alimony
payments, shall have priority over any legal
process to which an agency is subject under this
section.

‘(i) The provisions of this section shall not
modify or supersede the provisions of sections
459, 461, and 462 of the Social Security Act (42
U.5.C. 639, 661, and 662) concerning legal proc-
ess brought for the enforcement of an individ-
ual's legal obligations to provide child support
or make alimony payments.

“(i)(1) Regulations implementing the provi-
sions of this section shall be promulgated—

“'(A) by the President or his designee for each
erecutive agency, except—

‘(i) with regard to members of the armed
Jorces as defined under section 2101, the Presi-
dent or, at his discretion, the Secretary of De-
Jfense shall promulgate such regulations; and

“'(ii) with regard to employees of the United
States Postal Service, the President or, at his
discretion, the Postmaster General shall promul-
gate such regulations;

“(B) jointly by the President pro tempore of
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, or their designee, for the legislative
branch of the Government; and

‘“(C) by the Chief Justice of the United States
or his designee for the judicial branch of the
Government.

‘(2) Such regulations shall provide that an
agency's administrative costs in erecuting a gar-
nishment action may be added to the garnish-
ment, and that the agency may retain costs re-
covered as offsetting collections.”’.

(b)(1) The table of chapters for chapter 55 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 5520 the fol-
lowing:

“5520a. Garnishment of pay.’".

(2) Section 410(b) of title 39, United States
Code, is amended—

(A) by redesignating the second paragraph (9)
(relating to the Inspector General Act of 1978) as
paragraph (10); and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

**(11) section 5520a of title 5."".

SEC. 10. EFFECTIVE DATE,

fa) The amendments made by this Act shall
take effect 120 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, except that the authority to
prescribe regulations granted under section 7325
of title 5, United States Code (as added by sec-
tion 2 of this Act), shall take effect on the date
of the enactment of this Act.

(b) Any repeal or amendment made by this Act
of any provision of law shall not release or ex-
tinguish any penalty, forfeiture, or lability in-
curred under that provision, and that provi-
sion shall be treated as remaining in force for
the purpose of sustaining any proper proceed-
ing or action for the enforcement of that pen-
alty, forfeiture, or liability.

fe) No provision of this Act shall affect any
proceedings with respect to which the charges
were filed on or before the effective date of the
amendments made by this Act. Orders shall be
issued in such proceedings and appeals shall be
taken therefrom as if this Act had not been en-
acted.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, a couple
of decades ago, there was a popular TV
cop named Joe Friday. He always
began his investigations by asking:
Just give me the facts ma’am, just give
me the facts.

We are called upon to investigate the
proposed reform of the Hatch Act and
the facts are what we want, not some
of the rhetoric, not some of the false
claims about what the Senate bill or
House bill does, which are completely
different. We need the facts about what
is in this legislation.

This bill to reform—and it is a re-
form, it is not a repeal in spite of what
some of the newspapers have said—it is
not a repeal, it is truly just a reform,
a fine tuning of the Hatch Act to bring
it up to date. And some have said that
we would undermine the law. One of
the quotes was that we would let ‘‘the
ghosts of corrupt government come
creeping back under the disguise of
‘worker rights’.”

Mr. President, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. Let me put things
very simply, just the facts.

The Hatch Act Reform Amendments
of 1993 would do three things, basically:

On the job, it would make the Hatch
Act tougher than it now is. It would
tighten up on Hatch Act. It would not
make it weaker but would tighten up
on it. I would make it tougher than it
now is, retaining and strengthening
current prohibitions against on-the-job
political activity by Government em-
ployees and would beef up penalties for
violators.

So just one very straightforward
thing on the job, and that is no politi-
cal activity of any kind on the job.
That tightens up the Hatch Act. That
does not loosen it up. That is not mak-
ing exceptions. That is making it
tougher.

No. 2, off the job, but still with major
restrictions, it would allow America's 3
million civil servants to reclaim their
constitutional rights by participating
in our Nation’s political process volun-
tarily—underlining voluntarily—and
on their own time as private citizens.

No. 3, it would eliminate and/or clar-
ify current rules that are confusing,
that are often nonsensical and quite
often contradictory.

I will go into these in a little more
detail.

First, why do we want to mess
around with the Hatch Act anyway?
Why do we want to change it at all? I
would submit that because in 1993, con-
ditions are very much different for
Federal employees than they were way
back in 1939 when the Hatch Act was
originally passed. Because many Hatch
Act rules, as currently written, are ar-
bitrary, they are capricious, inexplica-
ble, and they are indefensible. And be-
cause Federal employees should not be
treated like second-class citizens and
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be forced to forfeit their constitutional
rights when they opt for careers in
public service.

Let me put them in public service,
which I think is an honorable profes-
sion—which it certainly is. Then all of
a sudden we say yes, but we cannot
trust you to do all of these other
things.

The Hatch Act was passed in 1939—
and that was before the development of
a professional civil service and at a
time when Federal jobs were awarded,
not on the basis of merit competition,
but, quite often, in fact, most of them,
as patronage plums for political con-
tributions. To protect civil servants in
such a climate, it was deemed nec-
essary to bar them from taking part in
most political activity.

Here we are some 54 years later, and
we have a very dramatically different
situation. We have a well-established, a
professional, a classified merit-based
civil service which ensures that pro-
motions in the vast majority of Fed-
eral jobs go to those with the best
qualifications, not the best political
connections.

It would establish an office of special
counsel; it would established a merit
systems protection board to which ap-
peals could be made if an employee
feels he or she has been dealt with un-
fairly.

And we have many other laws on the
books that further protect Federal em-
ployees from political coercion and ma-
nipulation. I should note that these
employees protected are not the 2,000
or so top-level Government officials
that are appointees of each new Presi-
dent and who serve at that President’s
pleasure.

Unfortunately, we also have a num-
ber of Hatch Act rules and regulations
on the books that make no sense and
that deprive Federal employees of
many basic rights that all other Amer-
icans just take for granted.

The dire portent of some of the edi-
torials, however, is based on the fact
that if the Senate joins the House to
reform the 1939 Hatch Act that pro-
hibits partisan political activity by
Federal employees, our bill will some-
how be transferred over into the House
bill which was something completely
different. That is a big if and it has not
occurred.

The House and Senate bills are com-
pletely separate with completely dif-
ferent provisions. Directly to the point,
it was not the House bill that was
passed by the Governmental Affairs
Committee. The Senate bill does bring
some clarification, understanding, and
fairness to what has been a muddled, a
confusing, and a maladministered
Hatch Act. Through the years, there
have been some 1,500 identified rulings,
regulations, and interpretations that
grew up around the Hatch Act—many
conflicting and overlapping and un-
clear. Some of those have been cor-
rected. But some have not. Let me give
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you a few examples of some that have
not.

If you are a civil service employee, as
like every other U.S. citizen, under
current law, you are permitted to con-
tribute up to $1,000 to a Federal can-
didate.

That is, for the President in a Presi-
dential election or, in campaign for a
Member of Congress or for the U.S.
Senate, you can contribute up to $1,000.
Let us say that person contributes
$1,000 to the person of their choice,
and, yet, the next-door neighbor, a
civil servant, has a couple of kids in
college and cannot afford that $1,000;
they need to put it into tuition at the
university—and I admire that—but this
person is just as interested politically
in what is going on in the world and
what his Congressman or Senator is
going to be doing and thinking, and he
wants to support that person. Yet, he
does not have the money to do it. You
would think that person could go down
to the headquarters and say: I want to
make an in-kind contribution of my
time. I want to help stuff envelopes or
drive a car around and help you in
campaign activities. That is against
the law. That person could be cited and
could even lose his civil service posi-
tion for coming down and giving an in-
kind contribution just because that
person does not have $1,000 to contrib-
ute to a candidate of his choice. Is that
right? I do not think so.

Let me give another example of
where the law is foolish and where we
need some overhaul of the Hatch Act.
Some persons want to indicate their
support for a certain candidate. They
are civil service employees. It is quite
legal for them now to go down and get
100 signs and bring them home and put
them in the front yard. They can have
them all around the corner on which
they live, or lawn signs, or in the win-
dows; they can have them everywhere.
They can put 20 signs on the auto-
mobile and drive around pointing to
the signs. That is fine and good. That
is permitted under the law right now.
A person is also permitted to go to a
political rally, not to participate as
such, but just to go to it. But if he
walks in the door and they have one of
those signs and somebody hands that
person a sign to stand in the back of
the hall and hold—the same sign he
had all over his or her car, the same
sign all over their lawn—that is illegal.
You can be cited for that. A person
could lose his or her civil service posi-
tion. Is that right? I do not think so. I
think that needs to be corrected.

Another example: Federal employees
may, by law, publicly express their
opinions about political candidates.
But the law also says they cannot
make a speech on behalf of that can-
didate. How do you define that? What
is the difference between stating your
views about a political candidate and
making a speech on behalf of that can-
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didate? Is it because somebody stuck a
microphone up in front of your face?
Does that then become a speech? Do
you have to have a crowd? What is the
size of the crowd? Is it two people? Is a
crowd 5, 50, or 500 people? What if the
microphone is hooked into a TV cam-
era and you are going out to 10 million
people all over the country? I guess
that is not a speech. Is it legal? Is TV
or radio OK? If you are talking to a
print reporter that puts your remarks
out to 400,000 or 500,000 people in the
newspaper, is that OK?

Well, obviously, I do not have the an-
swers to these questions. I think they
pose ridiculous questions, and we try
to straighten some of those things out.

Let me give you another example: A
Federal employee can wear a can-
didate's campaign button, any size, on
the job, but is prohibited from cam-
paigning for or against that candidate.
Let us say the boss walks in some
morning and he has a Clinton-Gore
badge on here about 6 inches across,
and we have a Bush-Quayle sign on
somebody else, on another boss, and we
do not think that is going to influence
those people working for that person?
They are permitted to do that. If the
boss is wearing a large campaign but-
ton to work, it seems that is a not so
subtle coercion of subordinates. That is
permitted under current law. The bill
we are talking about here today would
stop that. There would be nothing po-
litical on the job, not even a lapel but-
ton of any size, 1 inch, 6 inch, whatever
you might have.

I do not think I need to go om, be-
cause, from these examples, it is obvi-
ous that current rules are inconsistent,
confusing, and desperately in need of
overhaul. My bill would rationalize the
rules while retaining all of the basic
prohibitions of the original Hatch Act
that are just as valid today as they
were in 1939. I support the Hatch Act. I
just want to make it workable.

Under this bill, Federal employees
would still be barred from running for
partisan political office. The House bill
permits such candidacy, so let us not
confuse the two bills, This bill would
still bar civil servants from running for
partisan political office.

Federal employees would still be
barred from soliticting political con-

tributions under this bill. The only

contributions that could be solicited
would be by a member of a union for
the PAC of that union, and the only so-
licitation would be to other members
of that particular union and from no-
body that was a subordinate, no one
that was a subordinate.

That is another big difference with
the House bill. The House bill permits
solicitations of the public and/or other
people, except subordinates.

Another provisions of this bill, coer-
cion of subordinates, would not only
still be banned, but it would be subject
to greatly increased penalties. The pen-
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alties under this bill, as a matter of
fact, for violations would be up to a
$5,000 fine and 3 years in prison. The
House bill has far lower penalties.

In short, this bill, not the House bill,
makes a long-needed, clear distinction
between political activity on the job
and political activity off the job, away
from work and on an employee’s own
time. The former would be absolutely
and unequivocally prohibited, even in-
cluding wearing campaign buttons on
the job, which current law permits; no
political activity on the job, zero, in-
cluding even what is permitted under
today’s Hatch Act.

So this legislation makes the Hatch
Act more restrictive and tougher than
ever, tougher that it now is, on the job.
I cannot see why anybody who is inter-
ested in good government would oppose
that. Voluntary political activity off
the job and after hours still, with sen-
sible controls and restrictions, would
be recognized for just what it is, a
basic constitutional right and a crucial
ingredient of a free democratic society
of whatever political party.

The year 1939 was a long time ago.
Time and circumstances change, and so
should the Hatch Act—sensibly. With
the above clarifying explanations, I
just hope my colleagues will all sup-
port the kind of obviously needed
Hatch Act changes that I have pro-
posed. If not, let somebody suggest a
better way. Maybe I will join them. I
just do not want to see this kind of
Hatch Act confusion continue. As Ser-
geant Friday used to say, ‘Just the
facts, ma’am,” and he closed each
broadcast by saying, “Well, that's
about the size of it."”

Well, that is about the size of it. Mr.
President, the last time the Hatch Act
reform visited the floor during the
101st Congress, it passed the Senate by
a vote of 67-30. President Bush vetoed
this measure, and the Senate, though,
failed to override that veto by two
votes. We had two people switch when
it came back for a veto override.

(Mr. CAMPBELL assumed the chair.)

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, S. 185 is
not quite identical, but it is close to it
except for the addition of two provi-
sions. S. 185 now contains a new section
which would prohibit political rec-
ommendations in hiring and promotion
decisions for career Civil Service em-
ployees.

It is based on language already in-
cluded in title 39 for postal employees
and was recommended by the Clinton
administration.

The bill also contains the text of S.
253, the Garnishment Equalization Act.
This legislation would allow our Na-
tion’s civil servants to participate vol-
untarily as private citizens in the Na-
tion's political process. It would elimi-
nate many of the complicated, restric-
tive, and confusing rules which inhibit
the political activities and conduct of
Federal employees. This legislation
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puts an end to not only the chilling ef-
fect on the legitimate political activity
off the job the Hatch Act rules and reg-
ulations have produced, but it also
strengthens prohibition of political ac-
tivity on the jobs, examples of which I
just gave a moment ago.

In other words, Mr. President, S. 185
would restore constitutional political
rights to nearly 3 million people—
rights which most of us take for grant-
ed. The right of American citizens in
good standing to participate in the pol-
itics of the Nation is a fundamental
principle of our Democratic society.

There are those who say, well, OK, we
are just denying this for a few people
for a greater purpose. I will say where
there is no purpose, where there is no
demonstrated need for these kinds of
restrictions, then to deny just a few is
not American to me any more than it
was right to deny just for a compara-
tively few people their rights under
civil rights back some years ago. This
is a fundamental principle in our
Democratic society.

The purpose of this legislation is to
reform and not repeal a 54-year-old
law. When we discussed Hatch Act re-
form, my worthy opponents in times
past on the floor here have often cited
Thomas Jefferson who warned the
politicization of Federal bureaucracy
was a threat to the Constitution. I re-
spond to my colleagues that S. 185 will
not lead to the politicization of Fed-
eral employees because the bill does
not destroy the Hatch Act. It strength-
ens it. It makes the law more work-
able.

I would remind my colleagues to an-
other Jefferson quote:

I am certainly not an advocate for frequent
and untried changes in laws and Constitu-
tions * * * but * * * laws and institutions
must go hand in hand with the progress of
the human mind. As that becomes more de-
veloped, more enlightened, as new discov-
eries are made, new truths discovered, and
manners and opinions change with the
change of circumstances, institutions must
advance also and keep pace with the times,

Simply put, times have changed and
so must the Hatch Act.

When the Hatch Act was passed in
1939 the development of a professional
civil service was being undermined by
patronage appointments. More than 60
new Federal agencies had been created
by the end of 1934 but only 5 had been
placed under the jurisdiction of the
Civil Service Commission. This meant
that the majority of these agencies
were being staffed on the basis of pure
political patronage rather than merit
competition. This rapid growth of pa-
tronage jobs—more than 300,000 of
them as a matter of fact—caused con-
gressional concern that some ecivil
servants might be working for partisan
rather than national interests.

The issues raised in the 1939 congres-
sional debate offer a good perspective
on the motivation for the original act.
I quote from the floor debate of Mr.
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McLean of New Jersey on July 20, 1939.
He said:

It was established many years ago that the
merit system should control in the appoint-
ment of persons to public office, and that the
political idea that ‘‘to the victor belongs the
spoils’’ should no longer be the measure by
which appointment is made. If that principle
had been adhered to there would be no rea-
son, and hence no demand, for this legisla-
tion. But the new deal, under the pretense of
emergency, saw fit to disregard the merit
system and to provide in all legislation
adopted that in making appointments to
public office the provisions of Civil Service
laws should not apply. But for that there
would be no occasion for the enactment of
this legislation.

That is the end of quote out of the
debate of Mr. McLean of New Jersey on
July 20, 1939.

In other words, in passing the Hatch
Act, Congress was attempting to pro-
tect the civil servants from undue po-
litical influence by prohibiting Federal
workers from engaging in partisan po-
litical activities altogether. Fifty-four
years later we have a dramatically dif-
ferent situation—we have an estab-
lished, professional civil service, hired
on competitive merit basis. We also
have many different laws on the books
to protect Federal employees from co-
ercion. We have the Office of Special
Counsel, we have the Merit System
Protection Board, to which employees
can turn if they feel they have been
dealt with unfairly.

In 1966, Congress created the Com-
mission on Political Activity of Gov-
ernment Personnel. This was a biparti-
san Commission and it was charged
with the task of extensively studying
the question of Hatch Act reform.
After countless public hearings, infor-
mal conferences, and interviews, the
Commission issued a report that rec-
ommended the Hatch Act be clarified.
This was in 1966. It concluded that the
current Hatch Act law was confusing,
it was ambiguous, restrictive, and neg-
ative in character, and according to
the Commission report:

The best protection that the Government
can provide for its personnel is to prohibit
those activities that tend to corrode a career
system based on merit. This requires strong
sanctions against coercion. It also requires
some limits on the role of the Government
employee in politics. It was the unanimous
view of the commission members, however,
that these limits should be clearly and spe-
cifically expressed, and that beyond those
limits political participation should be per-
mitted as fully as for all other citizens.

In developing this legislation the
Governmental Affairs Committee exer-
cised extreme caution in retaining this
balance that the Commission spoke
about.

First of all, there is nothing in S. 185
that would change Federal civil service
laws requiring that Federal employees
be hired and promoted based upon their
qualifications. In fact, section 8 of S.
185 would specifically prohibit political
recommendation in hiring and pro-
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motion decisions for career civil serv-
ice employees.

I repeat that: Would specifically pro-
hibit political recommendations, in-
cluding congressional recommenda-
tions, in hiring and promotion deci-
sions for career civil service employ-
ees.

Second, 8. 185 contains the strong
sanctions against coercion rec-
ommended by the Commission. This
bill would retain all current law prohi-
bitions and penalties against the use of
one's official position to influence
other employees. In fact, under this
bill criminal penalties for those con-
victed of such abuse would be in-
creased. In fact, they go up to $5,000
and 3 years in jail, as well as dismissal
from the job.

Third, 8. 185 still contains limits on
the kind of political activity that Fed-
eral employees can engage in. Under
this bill, Federal employees still could
not run for partisan elective office—
partisan elective office. Under this bill,
Federal employees still could not so-
licit political contributions from the
general public or subordinate employ-
ees. You can do that under the House
bill, but not under this bill. And under
this bill—unlike current law—all on-
the-job political activity would be
banned. Nothing on the job. Cannot
even wear a campaign button on the
job.

That tightens things up. That is not
repeal of the Hatch Act. That tightens
it up.

Finally, the legislation would set the
clear and specific limits on political
activity that the Commission men-
tioned. By making a clear distinction
between activity on the job and activ-
ity off the job, away from work, on an
employee’'s own time, all political ac-
tivity on the job would be banned. That
would even include, as I have said, the
wearing of a campaign button. In addi-
tion, it would prohibit Federal workers
from engaging in any political activity
while wearing uniforms or insignia
that identify them as a Federal or
postal employee. So it tightens up on

the job.
Under the reform proposal,
‘‘Hatched’’ employees would enjoy

more freedoms after working hours, off
the job, by being allowed to work vol-
untarily as private citizens for can-
didates and causes of their choice. For
example, I mentioned a while ago the
political rally, where a person could
have a sign on the lawn. They could
have 50 signs on the lawn. They could
have their automobiles plastered with
signs, bumper stickers all over it, plac-
ards on the side, taped to the side of it.
But yet, if they walk into a political
rally and someone places one of those
signs in their hands, they would be
charged with a violation because they
are at a political rally. I think that is
a little bit ridiculous.
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If they walk into a rally like that, if
this bill becomes law, they would be al-
lowed to carry posters at a political
rally, they would be allowed to go to a
headquarters and stuff envelopes if
they wanted to, participate in voter
registration drives, and distribute cam-
paign material while off the job.

These are basic rights other Ameri-
cans take for granted. I would submit,
as long as their neighbors can give a
$1,000 contribution to the Federal can-
didate of their choice, everybody
should be able, if they want to partici-
pate in the political process, also to
give their in-kind contribution, go
down and give some of their sweat
labor, go down and take part in the
whole process, if they want to, volun-
tarily.

If they are coerced, 3 years in jail and
a $5,000 fine and firing for any of their
supervisors that may have coerced
them into doing this sort of thing. So
we would prohibit that absolutely. It is
just basic rights that other Americans
take for granted.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to give Federal workers the right to
participate more fully in the political
processes. It is a right that has been
denied to them for some 54 years.

Reforming the Hatch Act—and it is
reform, not repeal—requires us to prac-
tice what we preach: That democracy
benefits from the free participation of
law-abiding citizens.

I believe this bill does strike a fair
and workable balance between the
rights of Federal employees to partici-
pate in the political process and the
protection of the public and Federal
employees from political coercion. Co-
ercion will be penalized with increased
penalties that are provided in this bill.

Mr. President, before turning the
floor over to my distinguished col-
league from Delaware on the other side
of the aisle, let me run through just a
couple of things here so there will not
be any confusion, because I think in
some of the editorials I have seen there
has been a lot of confusion about the
two different bills. The House bill is
quite different than the Senate bill.

In the Senate bill, employees would
still be prohibited from running for
partisan elective office. Now they
could run for nonpartisan offices—non-
partisan offices back in my home State
of Ohio, like the judiciary from top to
bottom is nonpartisan—school boards,
township trustees, some mayors, some
councils, some municipal clerks, some
clerks of the court.

Under the House bill, elective office
employees would be able to run for par-
tisan local office and only nonpartisan
statewide offices. So we have a major
difference there.

We get into a very major difference,
though, on solicitation, on requests for
money for political campaigns.

Under the Senate bill, S. 185, employ-
ees would be prohibited from soliciting
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a political contribution from the gen-
eral public or from any subordinate
employee. And political contribution is
defined as anything of value. An em-
ployee could solicit a contribution for
a labor organization’s multicandidate
political action committee if the donor
were a member of the same labor orga-
nization and was not a subordinate em-
ployee.

In other words, any request for fund-
ing that comes from a designated per-
son within that union could only go to
other union members. It could not go
to anyone who was not a union member
and the request could not be made of
anyone who was a subordinate of the
person making that request.

Now over on the House bill, solicita-
tion of employees would be allowed to
solicit contributions from the general
public and nonsubordinate Government
employees.

So that is a very major difference be-
tween the two bills. I think there has
been a lot of confusion about the dif-
ferences.

In the Senate bill, also, we include
additional language in title V, as I
mentioned a moment ago, to prohibit
the use of political recommendations
in hiring and promotion decisions for
career civil service employees.

Now, quite frankly, this was re-
quested by the Office of Personnel
Management, because they thought
this should be tightened up a little, so
that political recommendations could
not creep through the system and be
used in determining whether a person
would be promoted or not frum one
civil service position to another. And I
agree with that. We thought that this
was probably already adequately cov-
ered in law but, just to make sure that
there is no confusion about it, we put it
in here. OPM requested that we do
that. The House, on hiring like that,
has no similar provision.

Garnishment. We provide that Fed-
eral employees’ wages can be garnished
to pay for bad debts that have been de-
cided by the courts. That is one that
needed some tightening up for a long
time. The House bill has no similar
provision.

Under penalties, we provide, under
the State bill, that an employee found
guilty of any two Hatch Act violations
should be removed from his or her job.
These are for cases decided by the
Merit System Protection Board. Any
level violation, two times and out.

I believe when we had this on the
floor before, if I am correct, that that
was submitted by Senator DOLE. And I
think we accepted that. We included
that in this bill because that tightens
it up and I think it is good.

We also increase in this bill the coer-
cion penalty. And I believe that was
submitted last time around when we
had the Hatch Act on the floor by Sen-
ator ROBB. Senator ROBB wanted to
tighten that up by making tougher
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penalties—I believe 3 years in prison
and a $5,000 fine. Senator ROBB submit-
ted that and we adopted that and we
accepted that,

So coercion gets a stiffer penalty
under this bill—3 years in prison and a
$5,000 fine and dismissal for violations.

So you can see there is a great deal
of difference between the Senate bill
and the House bill.

We think this is a much needed cor-
rection for the Hatch Act. On the job it
tightens things up. It makes it tougher
on the job. Absolutely no political ac-
tivity will be acceptable on the job. Off
the job, it lets people have a little bit
more freedom, but still under very
carefully controlled circumstances.

And if they are being coerced into
off-the-job activity—as they could be
now; this does not change that—but if
they are being coerced into off-the-job
activity, then the penalties are stiff-
er—3 years in jail, $5,000 fine, dismis-
sal. That is pretty tough, I would say.

So there are very major differences
between the Senate bill and the House
bill.

Mr. President, for all those reasons,
I, obviously, feel strongly that the
Hatch Act should be passed. I urge my
colleagues to give it their support.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested.
The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as the Na-
tion celebrates the 250th anniversary of
the birth of Thomas Jefferson, the first
Democratic President, it is appropriate
to consider his views on the relation-
ship between Government and Govern-
ment employees. Jefferson, one of the
very first people to comment on the
issue of employee political activity,
deemed it not inconsistent with the
Constitution that Federal employees
should not engage in electioneering.

Despite Jefferson’s directive, and the
passage of the Civil Service Act of 1883,
problems with political activity con-
tinued to arise. In spite of all the ef-
forts of various Presidents through our
history, the Nation never licked the
problem of the spoils system until a
Democratic Congress under the leader-
ship of a Democratic President enacted
the Hatch Act in 1939. Since then, the
Hatch Act has protected the Federal
employee, fostered a more efficient
work force, and enhanced the con-
fidence of the American people in the
nonpartisan administration of Govern-
ment.

S. 185 not only wipes out 54 years of
a civil service protected by the Hatch
Act, but is a complete break from our
Nation's entire history, extending from
Thomas Jefferson, to John Tyler, to
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Rutherford B. Hayes, to Theodore Roo-
sevelt, to Franklin Delano Roosevelt,
to Gerald Ford, and George Bush.
President Bush’s veto of similar leg-
islation in 1990 was a continuation of a
long line of Presidential actions to pro-
tect Federal employees from coercion
and maintain the nonpartisan adminis-
tration of Federal programs. In his
veto message, President Bush stated:
Originally enacted in 1939 as a bulwark

against political coercion, the Hatch Act has-

successfully insulated the Federal service
from the undue political influence that
would destroy its essential political neutral-
ity. It has been manifestly successful over
the years in shielding civil servants, and the
programs they administer, from political ex-
ploitation and abuse.

Unfortunately, there are those who
are determined to take us in the oppo-
site direction. In my view, President
Clinton is the first President in this
century who would sign such legisla-
tion.

More than 50 years ago, a Democratic
Congress under the stewardship of a
Democratic President voted to remove
partisan politics from the federal work
force and protect Federal employees
from coercive pressures to be involved
in partisan activity. That so many
Presidents, Democrat and Republican,
promoted a civil service removed from
what Thomas Jefferson condemned as
electioneering should alert this body
that S. 185 is a sharp break from fun-
damental principles that have gov-
erned us for two centuries.

In 1976 President Ford vetoed legisla-
tion similar to that reported by the
committee because it was ‘‘bad for the
employee, bad for the Government, and
bad for the public.”

This legislation is bad for the Federal
employee because it unleashes irresist-
ible pressures to become politically ac-
tive in partisan causes which they do
not support.

This legislation is bad for the Federal
Government because it would undercut
the neutral, nonpartisan administra-
tion of programs by civil servants. It
would nourish a working environment
where politics replaces merit.

This legislation is bad for the public
because it promotes employee interests
above the will of the American people.
The Federal work force is the servant
of the American people, to act as their
instrument—mnot as their foil.

Proponents of S. 185 continue to ig-
nore the adverse impact of this legisla-
tion on the Government and on the
American people and focus attention
exclusively on the Federal employee.
They would have you believe that the
Hatch Act oppresses Federal employees
and that S. 185 would set them free.
The truth is the very opposite. The
Hatch Act protects Federal employees
from the inside and outside coercion.

The Hatch Act is the Federal employ-
ees’ civil rights act. S. 186 would, in
practice, restrict their freedom.

A similar debate might be held re-
garding section 603 of title 18, United
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States Code. That provision, among
other things, forbids the Senate staff
from making campaign contributions
to their respective Senators. This pro-
vision, it might be argued, robs Senate
staffers of the right to contribute to
Senate campaigns, a right enjoyed by
the entire American people except for
the oppressed few.

But we all know why this provision
was passed and has been retained on
the books. Section 603 was not enacted
to oppress, or even to trade employee
rights for the honor and privilege of
Government service, but to protect the
employee. Were it not for section 603
and similar provisions, it might be-
come expected of Senate staffers to
make such contributions.

Since it is not possible to outlaw ex-
pectations, the only way to protect
Senate staffers is to prohibit this form
of political activity.

Similar expectations will arise for
Federal employees if Hatch Act protec-
tions are removed. Given the subtle na-
ture of inferred expectations, penalties
are ineffective in preventing the pres-
sures an employee will feel to become
actively involved in political causes in
which the employee has no desire to
participate.

The employee is thus deprived of his
civil rights even though there is no
civil rights violator. The majority's
willingness to provide for greater pun-
ishment for violators reveals their fun-
damental misunderstanding of what S.
185 would do. They just do not get it.

On June 21, 1990, the day the Senate
considered President Bush's veto, the
New York Times published an editorial
entitled, ‘“Don’'t Destroy the Hatch
Act.”

The Times editorial stated, in part:

[Proponents] say the bill offers sufficient
protection against political coercion. But
that ignores reality. Mr. Bush rightly feared
that without the Hatch Act excuse, Federal
employees, including tax auditors and pros-
ecutors, would inevitably confront subtle
pressures to contribute money and time to
partisan causes.

Mr. President, the Times is right.
This would be the inevitable result of
this legislation. Proponents of S. 185
seem oblivious to the expectations, the
pressures, and the coercion that will
spring forth if this legislation is en-
acted.

They rely on criminal sanctions,
which according to President Bush's
veto statement, “would add little if
anything to the effectiveness of exist-
ing criminal statutes,” and one clause
of the bill which tracks an 1883 Execu-
tive order that no person in the Execu-
tive civil service shall ‘‘use his official
authority or influence either to coerce
the political action of any person or
body or to interfere with any election.”

As later history was to show, the 1883
Executive order did not adequately
protect Federal employees. Its terms,
like the provision in S. 185, did not ad-
dress expectations. Its terms did not
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address subtle pressures. Its terms did
not address postelection reprisals.

These lapses are not the fault of the
1883 Executive order. It was not until
Civil Service rule No. 1 was amended
by President Theodore Roosevelt that
it became an effective deterrent to the
spoils system.

As amended, Civil Service rule No. 1
prohibited employees from taking ‘‘an
active part in political management or
political campaigns.” Mr. President, S.
185 essentially repeals Civil Service
rule No. 1—the fundamental safeguard
of employees—and retains the prohibi-
tion on coercion. But this proved inef-
fective as standing alone. No wonder
the employee is left so exposed to po-
litical pressure under S. 185.

The point is not only that S. 185 con-
tains a poor formulation of protection
for the Federal employee but also that
no formulation can be adequate once
employees are free to engage in par-
tisan political activity including direct
involvement in political campaigns. No
drafting technique can overcome the
proclivities of human nature.

Once Federal employees are free to
engage in partisan political activity, it
will only be human nature for them to
believe that it would please their po-
litically appointed superior to exercise
their new political rights under S. 185
in a manner that pleases the superior.
It will only be human nature for em-
ployees to try to get an edge on their
competition by engaging in the par-
tisan politics of the superior.

It will only be human nature for
other employees who had not engaged
in the partisan politics of the superior
to feel it is necessary to do so to elimi-
nate the edge of their competitors.
Since it is only human nature to try to
get ahead, employees will engage in po-
litical activity pleasing to the political
hierarchy.

After two centuries of trial and error,
America has come to appreciate the ge-
nius of a politically neutral Federal
work force responsible to an elected
President and his political appointees.

This system allows Government to be
both responsive to popular will yet fair
and impartial in the administration of
our laws. This system rests squarely
upon the Hatch Act. It is the reason
why a politically neutral work force
can function subordinate to political
appointees without itself becoming po-
liticized. S. 185 is a serious threat to
the delicate balance of his much ad-
mired system.

The Hatch Act has served us well. In
spite of all the efforts of Presidents
through the years and in spite of all
the civil service regulations, we never
licked the problem of the spoils system
until Congress enacted the Hatch Act
in 1939. Since then, the Hatch Act has
protected the Federal employee, fos-
tered a more efficient and effective
work force, and enhanced the con-
fidence of the citizenry in the fairness
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of their Government. It has been good
for the employee, good for the Govern-
ment, and good for the public.

Why do we now, in considering S. 185,
risk a return to the spoils system? Why
do we risk repealing the only remedy
that has worked? Why do we risk un-
dermining the merit system?

S. 185 would scuttle the only effective
remedy for the spoils system this Na-
tion has ever known even though there
has been no clamor for change for the
very class supposedly benefiting from
the legislation. No governmentwide
polls of Government employees have
been offered to show their desire for
change.

In fact, polls of Federal employees
indicate that employees do not favor
changes in the fundamental protec-
tions provided by the Hatch Act. More
than 60 percent of employees surveyed
by the Federal Executive Alumni Insti-
tute Association oppose changes in the
Hatch Act. More than 70 percent of
Senior Executive Service employees
surveyed by the Senior Executive Asso-
ciation opposed changes.

In a 1989 Merit System Protection
Board survey of nearly 16,000 employ-
ees, only 32 percent responded favor-
ably to the question of whether they
‘‘would like to be able to be more po-
litically active in partisan political ac-
tivities.”’

While the Federal employee organi-
zations and the postal unions support
change, in contrast to Federal employ-
ees as a whole, the weight of other tes-
timony given during hearings held by
the committee in the 100th and 101st
Congress, and this Congress, stands in
opposition to this bill. Common Cause,
the American Bar Association, the
Federal Bar Association, the National
Academy of Public Administration, the
Chamber of Commerce, and the Amer-
ican Farm Bureau have all voiced, over
time, strong opposition to fundamental
changes in the Hatch Act.

This, of course, is illustrated in the
chart here which shows that of the sen-
ior executive service, 63 percent do not
support changes or to amend the Hatch
Act. Only 22 percent do. This percent-
age drops down slightly as you go to
the lower GM ratings. Those that are
in the 13 to 15 bracket, 59 percent of
them oppose amending the Hatch Act;
in the case of GS-13 to GS-15, 56 per-
cent. And then GS-12 and below, 52 per-
cent are in opposition to 32 percent fa-
voring. But in every group, the fact is
that a majority is opposed to amending
the Hatch Act. So it seems strange at
this time that we would proceed with
this kind of legislation.

In addition, scholars and former Gov-
ernment officials have likewise op-
posed the bill.

The central question before us is the
quality of Government service that the
American people should receive and
the protection from political pressure
that the Federal employee should
enjoy.
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That is why organizations not nor-
mally outspoken on these types of is-
sues have come forward to voice vigor-
ous opposition to this legislation. So
why change? Some have cited first
amendment concerns with the present
law. The American Civil Liberties
Union testified that they believe the
Hatch Act violates the Constitution.
However, on more than one occasion,
the Supreme Court has specifically re-
jected the ACLU argument. Thus, there
is no constitution imperative to vote
for 8. 185. So why change?

Proponents believe that S. 185 an-
swers the administrative problem of
how to draw a bright line between per-
missible and impermissible election-
eering. They would permit partisan po-
litical activity off duty and prohibit
such conduct on duty. Simple, is it
not? The problem is, of course, that the
bright line between on duty and off
duty has little to do with Hatch Act
concerns. As the Federal Bar Associa-
tion made clear in testimony before
our committee, the concern is whether
expectations, pressure, and coercion
are imposed upon the Federal employee
and not the time of day the employee
engages in partisan political actions.
The fact that an employee engages in
political conduct off duty does not an-
swer the gquestion whether he has felt
pressure on duty, either through subtle
expectations or actual coercion.

In upholding the constitutionality of
the Hatch Act in United Public Work-
ers, CIO versus Mitchell, the Supreme
Court considered the question of off-
duty political activity. And the major-
ity held that, ““We do not find persua-
sion in appellant’s argument that such
activities during free time are not sub-
ject to regulation even though admit-
tedly political activities cannot be in-
dulged in during working hours. The
influence of political activity by Gov-
ernment employees, if evil in its effects
on the service, the employees or people
dealing with them, is hardly less so be-
cause that activity takes place after
hours.”

This so-called bright line of on duty
and off duty of 8. 185 is a mirage. This
bright; line distinction not only fails as
it relates to the coercive pressures
upon employees, but also on the
grounds that the public will not distin-
guish between a work force that is par-
tisan by night but appears neutral by
day.
Consider the following analogy. Sup-
pose we were at a baseball game and
there were 60,000 fans supporting and
cheering loudly for the home team. All
of a sudden, all of the umpires join in
the cheers. Would they be considered
impartial? Proponents of S. 185 would
argue the umpires would not be able to
cheer on the job.

Well, suppose the umpires did not
cheer on the job, but afterwards off the
job they openly displayed their par-
tisan support for the home team? Even
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if they called every ball and strike and
every out perfectly in the next game,
every baseball fan would begin to doubt
their impartiality.

Just like the umpires in this exam-
ple, Federal employees who become ac-
tively involved in partisan politics,
whether it is holding office in the na-
tional, State, or local Republican or
Democratic Party organization or cam-
paigning for a particular candidate in a
partisan election, would become identi-
fied with a partisan call. Few of us
would find it appropriate for employees
of the Internal Revenue Service to en-
gage in partisan politicking at night
and to serve as tax auditors by day.
Clearly, this type of activity will fun-
damentally alter the public’s impres-
sion of a nonpartisan civil service.

Proponents also argue that this legis-
lation is not a repeal of the Hatch Act
but simply a reform. With that I dis-
agree., I would just like to point out
why that is not the case.

In the committee report, as it is
pointed out, section 9(a) is widely re-
garded as the heart of the act. And the
current law, the current section 9(a),
specifically provides ‘‘an employee in
an executive agency or an individual
employed by the government of the
District of Columbia may not’’—under-
line those words may not—‘‘take an ac-
tive part in political management or in
political campaigns.’’ That is what the
current law says. But what S. 185 would
say is that an employee may take an
active part in political management or
in political management or in political
campaigns. In effect, we are cutting
out the guts, revoking, changing that
part of the law which is regarded as the
heart of the act.

The new protections afforded to Fed-
eral employees in this legislation are
simply redundant of similar protec-
tions already provided in the criminal
code. Instead, the Senate bill removes
from title V the Hatch Act protections
afforded civil service employees.

As I said, and am repeating here, sec-
tion 9(a) of the current law, which the
committee report readily acknowl-
edges it widely regarded as part of the
Hatch Act, states that an employee
may not take a part in political man-
agement or in political campaigns.
This is identical to civil service rule
No. 1, as promulgated by President
Roosevelt. S. 185 states that an em-
ployze may take an active part in po-
litical management or in political cam-
paigns. So it is the very opposite. As I
said, it is a virtual repeal of the cur-
rent law.

In order to understand this clearly,
one only has to compare what Federal
employees may do now under the
Hatch Act with what they may do
under 8. 185.

What employees may do now include
the following: One, register to vote and
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vote; two, contribute money to par-
tisan political campaigns; three, ex-
press their views in private and in pub-
lic, though not in a concerted way, to
elicit support for a candidate or party;
four, attend conventions and rallies,
but only as a spectator; five, run as an
independent candidate in certain par-
tisan contests in designated areas with
a high concentration of Federal em-
ployees; six, assist in nonpartisan voter
registration drives; seven, campaign
for or against political referendum
questions; eight, participate as a non-
partisan poll watcher or election judge;
nine, wear buttons off duty or subject
to various agency restrictions on duty;
ten, participate in nonpartisan cam-
paigns.

For what additional activities em-
ployees could do under S. 185 off duty:
first, he or she could hold office in a
political party; two, distribute cam-
paign literature and solicit votes;
three, organize and participate in
phone banks; four, organize and par-
ticipate in political meetings; five,
publicly endorse candidates and urge
others to support them; six, solicit con-
tributions to the PAC of the Federal
employee organization to which both
the employee and the donor belong.

The underlying principle and vital
protections of Civil Service rule No. 1,
as codified by the Hatch Act, are cut
out by this legislation. By permitting
such a wide range of active political
participation, it renounces the prin-
ciple of a neutral nonpolitical Federal
work force. And from the Federal em-
ployee’s perspective, the legislation is
oblivious to the expectations, pres-
sures, and coercion that would be born
with its passage. It would strike the
keystone from the arch of our merit
system and would scuttle the only rem-
edy that has worked to vanquish the
evils of the spoils system.

Not only does this bill wipe out 54
vears of a civil service protected by the
Hatch Act, it prevents future Presi-
dents from providing any protection by
Executive order that they could if the
entire Hatch Act were repealed. This
legislation would prevent a future
President from issuing an Executive
order along the lines issued by Thomas
Jefferson in 1801 or Theodore Roosevelt
in 1907 to protect Federal employees. It
not only repeals good policy, it re-
places good policy with bad policy.

In 1801, an Executive order was issued
under President Jefferson which stated
that the right of a Federal officer to
vote “is not meant to be restrained,
but that it is expected that he will
not''—repeat, will not—*“attempt to in-
fluence the votes of others nor take
any part in the business of electioneer-
1118'.”

Executive orders governing the polit-
ical activity of Federal personnel were
issued throughout the 19th century, in-
cluding one by President William
Henry Harrison in 1841 which stated:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

It is not intended that any officer shall be
restrained in the free and proper expression
and maintenance of his opinions respecting
public measures, or in the exercise to the
fullest degree of the constitutional right of
suffrage. But persons employed under the
Government and paid for their services out
of the Public Treasury are not expected to
take an active or officious part in attempts
to influence the minds or votes of others.

As mentioned previously, in 1907,
President Theodore Roosevelt issued
an Executive order which prohibited
employees from ‘‘taking an active part
in political management or political
campaigns.” In 1939, this Executive
order was codified into law by a Demo-
cratic Congress under the leadership of
a Democratic President. The Roosevelt
Executive order became the heart of
the Hatch Act, the very provision that
would be struck by S. 185.

The Honorable Marvin Morse, rep-
resenting the Federal Bar Association,
testified before our committee that S.
185 would limit the authority of future
Presidents to provide for such an Exec-
utive order. And in this respect, it is
important to note that S. 185 is worse
than a simple repeal of the Hatch Act.

Proponents of S. 185 have suggested
that a President will retain the author-
ity to prohibit certain sensitive em-
ployees from active involvement in po-
litical management or political cam-
paigns. However, the text of S. 185 it-
self clearly indicates that agencies will
have no such authority. S. 185 provides
that an employee may take an active
part in political management or in po-
litical campaigns. There is absolutely
no authority provided for agencies to
limit activity beyond the prohibitions
already contained in S. 185.

Furthermore, S. 185 declares that:

It is the policy of Congress that employees
should be encouraged to exercise fully, free-
ly, and without fear of penalty or reprisal,
and to the extent not expressly prohibited by
law, their right to participate or to refrain
from participating in the political processes
of the Nation.

To me, this language states clearly
and unequivocally that without an ex-
press prohibition stated in statute, the
President or an agency will lack the
necessary authority to provide for ad-
ditional prohibitions beyond S. 185.

Thus, any administrative law judge,
for example, who wishes to take an ac-
tive part in political campaigns may do
so, and no one—the President, a Cabi-
net secretary, or ethics officer—may
restrain such activity.

Therefore, S. 185 is neither reform
nor repeal of the Hatch Act, but some-
thing worse.

Proponents of S. 185 argue that Fed-
eral employees are confused by the reg-
ulations and opinions issued under the
Hatch Act. The confusion, it is argued,
has a chilling effect on currently per-
missible political activity.

And while this argument has some
merit, proponents overstate its case. In
upholding the constitutionality of the
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Hatch Act, in United States Civil Serv-
ice Commission versus National Asso-
ciation of Letter Carriers, the Court
specifically considered the question of
whether the act was unconstitutionally
vague and overbroad.

In response, the Court held: *It
seems to us that although the prohibi-
tions may not satisfy those intent on
finding fault at any cost, they''—that
is the prohibitions—'are set out in
terms that the ordinary person exercis-
ing ordinary common sense can suffi-
ciently understand and comply with
without serious sacrifice to the public
interest.”

In fact, the regulations governing
what is considered permissible and im-
permissible political activities can be
found in 5 CFR 733. There are 13 per-
missible activities and 16 impermis-
sible activities found in these regula-
tions.

And while it is possible for Federal
employees to be confused by what is
and is not permissible activity, I must
reiterate that we do not believe the
regulations are as confusing as the pro-
ponents purport them to be.

Proponents of reform frequently
mention the several thousand adminis-
trative decisions of the former Civil
Service Commission, which predated
the passage of the Hatch Act in 1939,
and the effect of these rulings on cur-
rent interpretation and enforcement of
the act.

As the Office of Special Counsel has
pointed out, *‘Some individuals have
erroneously referred to these decisions
as ‘rules’ or ‘regulations,’ creating the
false impression that there are some
3,000 rules and regulations currently
governing political activity by Federal
employees. Such individuals clearly
misapprehend the legal and historical
significance of those decisions.”

(Mr. WELLSTONE assumed
chair.)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as I was
saying, as the Office of Special Counsel
has pointed out, some individuals have
erroneously referred to these decisions
as rules or regulations, creating the
false impression that there are some
3,000 rules or regulations currently
governing political activity by Federal
employees. Such individuals clearly
misapprehend the legal and historical
significance of those decisions.

In addition, I do not understand the
logic of the argument that if the imple-
mentation of a law is confusing, the
law should be repealed. One would cer-
tainly hate to see this argument ap-
plied to the Bill of Rights, which has
more nearly two centuries raised an
endless stream of litigation designed to
clarify its application. The appropriate
response to the argument is to do what
is necessary to eliminate the confu-
sion.

Federal appellate court cases in 1988
in the 2d and 11th circuits have further
clarified the issue of what is and what

the
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is not permissible political action. The
distinction drawn by the courts ap-
pears straightforward to us.

The courts held that the Hatch Act’s
prohibition against taking an ‘‘active
part in political management or in po-
litical campaigns’ encompasses only
active participation in, on behalf of, or
in connection with organized efforts of
political parties or partisan commit-
tees, clubs, and candidates.

In an effort to clarify the existing
regulations in light of these appellate
court decisions, the Office of Personnel
Management, in consultation with the
Office of Special Counsel as well as the
Department of Justice, should promul-
gate new regulations to clarify the re-
strictions on political activity.

This proposal would satisfy the best
arguments the proponents for change
without risking the benefits of the
Hatch Act for American society.

This legislation strengthens the law,
why is it that such a broad range of
groups are opposed to changes in the
Hatch Act? Public interest groups,
such as Common Cause and the Na-
tional Academy of Public Administra-
tion, are extremely concerned about
the negative consequences of the bill.

Groups not generally interested in
the details of Federal employment,
such as the National Taxpayers Union,
have expressed opposition to S. 185.

Why is it more than 100 newspapers,
the guardians of first amendment
rights, have written editorials opposed
to this legislation? Why is it that a
majority of Federal employees do not
favor change in the Hatch Act?

These are not ridiculous extremes of
opinion, but the mainstream of Amer-
ican public which is concerned about
coercion of Government employees and
the nonpartisan administration of Gov-
ernment.

Mr. President, as we debate this
measure, I urge my colleagues to think
carefully upon the impact this bill will
have on the nonpartisan administra-
tion of Government. In my opinion,
President Clinton, as I said, is the first
President of this century who would
sign such legislation. Proponents
should think carefully about the bill
they want to present him.

Witnesses before the committee ad-
vocated that certain sensitive employ-
ees be exempt from the bill, much in
the same way the 1976 bill presented to
President Ford contained on exclusion
for sensitive employees at the Depart-
ment of Justice, the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, and the Internal Reve-
nue Service. Should we exempt certain
employees or agencies with sensitive
positions? c

Should we create a protective band
around administrative law judges, ca-
reer senior executive service employ-
ees, supervisors, and managers who
work directly for political appointees?

Equally important, are we really pre-
pared to overturn more than 100 years
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of precedent and allow Federal employ-
ees to solicit money contributions—a
prohibition which existed long before
the Hatch Act?

Are we really prepared to allow Fed-
eral employees to become campaign
managers and party leaders? If so, we
must be prepared to deal with the
abuse which is sure to follow, along
with the public’'s belief that politics
has once again crept into the non-
partisan administration of Govern-
ment.

If the present Congress and President
Clinton want to do away with the pro-
tections which have worked so well for
so long in removing political pressure
from the workings of the civil service
and enhancing the public's image of a
nonpartisan administration of Govern-
ment services, then so be it. But it
should be made clear that this bill not
only overturns 54 years of the Hatch
Act, but is a fundamental break from
our Nation's history.

Repeal, reform, improvement, up-
grade, or whatever it is called, should
not prevent future Presidents from pro-
tecting employees in the same way as
President Jefferson did in 1801 or Presi-
dent Roosevelt did by Executive order
in 1907. But, unfortunately, it does.

Mr. President, as we start debate on
this measure, I urge my colleagues to
listen carefully to the amendments
which will be offered. At a time when
the public’s confidence in government
is very low, if not at an all-time nadir,
this legislation would politicize our
Federal Government.

Mr. President, as I mentioned, there
are 106 editorials, 76 of which were
written after the House vote, many of
which deal with the Senate bill and the
Hatch Act changes in general.

I would just like to read a few of
these into the RECORD.

From Ohio, the Columbus Dispatch,
May 26, 1993:

NO ESCAPE HATCH—CONGRESS SHOULD
PRESERVE FEDERAL LAW

For many years, the Hatch Act has stood
as a sturdy fence, shielding federal workers
from the dangerous in-roads of politics—em-
ployees inside the fence, politics out-
side. ! * * &

Any tinkering with the current law raises
the possibility of undermining public con-
fidence in the well-established nonpartisan
execution of federal laws. * * *

If the Hatch shield is lowered, there is
grave danger that federal employees will be-
come subject to partisan political pressures
as they exercise their considerable pow-

* & &

Is it likely that a federal employee can be
a fierce partisan at night—campaigning for
his boss, perhaps—and then change into a
completely nonpartisan employee by day? Of
course not. * * *

Simply put, the Hatch Act has been a valu-
able shield; it should be preserved intact.

From Illinois, the Bloomington
Pantagraph, March 1, 1993:
HATCH ACT LIMITS SHOULDN'T BE LIFTED

The Hatch Act's restrictions on the in-
volvement of federal employees in partisan
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politics have served a useful purpose for
more than 50 years.

Civil servants are supposed to serve the
public, not political parties. Taxpayers
should not have to second guess the motives
of government workers carrying out their
duties.

The appearance of impropriety can be al-
most as damaging as misconduct. It can de-
stroy trust in government institutions. * * *

The Hatch Act has worked well. Leave it
alone.

From Iowa, the Des Moines Register,
March 5, 1993:
DON'T SCRAP THE HATCH ACT—KEEF PARTISAN
POLITICS OUT OF FEDERAL CIVIL SERVICE

The proposed gutting of the Hatch Act
would allow federal employees to work in po-
litical campaigns or to solicit campaign
funds in off-duty hours. The public is asked
to believe that federal workers can be fierce
political partisans at night, then change into
completely nonpartisan civil servants by
day. Hogwash. * * *

Shield civil servants from political firings
but at the same time ask them to refrain
from engaging in politics themselves. That’s
a fair bargain that has both served the public
and helped maintain the integrity of federal
service.

From Tennessee,
ligencer, May 24, 1993:
HATCH ACT REPEAL SEEMS UNBELIEVABLE

It seems unbelievable, but we seem about
to lose a law which for 54 years has protected
federal employees from being pressed into
service as political flacks. * * *

Repeal is proposed in the name of free
speech, but it would create a climate in
which government workers are likely to feel
compelled to engage in politics. That is a
worse offense against free speech.

From Virginia, the Newport News,
Daily Press, February 26, 1993:
THE HATCH ACT—EASING POLITICAL LIMITS ON
FEDERAL WORKERS A MISTAKE

The Hatch Act * * * prevents the federal
work force from becoming politicized. It lim-
its the political influence of federal employ-
ees,

That is as should be, and efforts now under
way in Congress to weaken the Hatch Act
are misguided. The measure being considered
would permit federal workers to participate
in politics as long as they did so on their
own time and did not try to intimidate co-
workers. That's like telling the cat he can
play with the canary if he promises not to
OAL Il * x>

Most federal employees would not abuse
their positions if they became involved in
politics. Still, the door to such involvement
should remain closed. Despite its flaws, the
system works, and easing Hatch Act restric-
tions would not be in the best interests of
the nation.

From Florida, the Daytona Beach
News Journal, March 5, 1993:
DON'T MESS WITH THE HATCH ACT

The Hatch Act * * * has done its job of
shielding federal workers from undue politi-
cal pressures. It has preserved a politically
neutral civil service. * * *

By opening the door to broader political
action, the bill creates the potential for
widespread abuse. * * *

The protections of the Hatch Act should
not be weakened. In this time of ever-more-
expensive political campaigns, we may ex-
pect that federal workers would be subjected

Paris Post-Intel-
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to all manner of new fund-raising pressure,
both subtle and overt. Now, even more than
in the past, the Hatch Act needs to be kept
strong. The Senate should take a much hard-
er look at this proposal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these six editorials be printed
in the RECORD in full.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

[From the Columbus (OH) Dispatch, May 26,
1993]
NoO EscAPE HATCH—CONGRESS SHOULD
PRESERVE FEDERAL LAW

For many years, the Hatch Act has stood
as a sturdy fence, shielding federal workers
from the dangerous inroads of politics—em-
ployees inside the fence, politics outside.

Every so often those who would tear down
this fence marshal their forces in Congress.
In 1976, Congress approved weakening the
law, but fortunately then-President Ford ve-
toed the bill. Now there is in Congress an-
other strong run at the Hatch Act. It should
be stopped.

Why is this law so necessary? David Y.
Denholm of the Public Service Research
Council put the case well when he said:

“In addition to protecting the individual
employee from political coercion, the Hatch
Act serves to protect the general public from
political intimidation by a partisan bureauc-
racy. The citizens of this nation have a right
to federal programs and regulations whose
administration and enforcement are free of
political considerations or favoritism."

If the current legislation was passed, fed-
eral employees would be allowed to take part
in political activity; indeed, in some cases
they might be forced to do so. Soon, those in
civil service would get the idea that better
assignment, promotions and bonuses de-
pended, at least in part, on partisan political
activity.

Any tinkering with the current law raises
the possibility of undermining public con-
fidence in the well-established nonpartisan
execution of federal laws. And it would tend
to create distrust between political ap-
pointees and career executives, particularly
when elections bring about a change of
party. If the Hatch shield is lowered, there is
grave danger that federal employees will be-
come subject to partisan political pressures
as they exercise their considerable powers,

The many millions of people who are af-
fected by actions of federal employees should
feel there are no outside considerations when
important decisions are made. Is it likely
that a federal employee can be a fierce par-
tisan at night—campaigning for his boss,
perhaps—and then change into a completely
nonpartisan employee by day? Of course not.

Opponents of the Hatch Act argue that fed-
eral employees are stripped of their First
Amendment rights. Yes, it is true that their
political activity is somewhat restricted.
But appeals to the courts that the law is un-
constitutional have been fruitless.

When a challenge to the Hatch Act came
before the Supreme Court, Justice Byron
White upheld the law when he wrote: ‘‘Our
judgment is that neither the First Amend-
ment nor any other provision of the Con-
stitution invalidates a law barring this kind
of partisan political conduct by federal em-
ployees. Such a decision on our part would
do no more than confirm the judgment of
history, a judgment made by this country
over the last century that it is in the best in-
terest of the country * * * that federal serv-
ice should depend on meritorious perform-
ance rather than political service.”
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Simply put, the Hatch Act has been a valu-
able shield; it should be preserved intact.

[From the Bloomington (IL) Pantagraph,

Mar, 1, 1993]

HATCH ACT LIMITS SHOULDN'T BE LIFTED

House Democrats were thwarted in their
attempt to push through meodifications of
the Hatch Act with little debate or oppor-
tunity to amend the proposal.

However, the issue is expected to arise

again.

The Hatch Act's restrictions on the in-
volvement of federal employees in partisan
politics have served a useful purpose for
more than 50 years. The Hatch Act has
helped keep politics out of federal agencies.

Civil servants are supposed to serve the
public, not political parties. Taxpayers
should not have to second guess the motives
of government workers carrying out their
duties.

The appearance of impropriety can be al-
most as damaging as misconduct. It can de-
stroy trust in government institutions.

Yes, the prohibitions on running for office
and actively working in political campaigns
do somewhat limit the rights of federal em-
ployees. However, that must be balanced
with the rights of citizens to have impartial
government agencies.

In addition, the Hatch Act protects federal
workers from being forced into supporting a
partisan political cause.

Proposed revisions in the Hatch Act would
prohibit federal employees from coercing
other employees to make donations or en-
gage in political activity. However, subtle
hints and implied favoritism would be dif-
ficult to police.

The heavy-handed manner in which House
Democrats tried to rush through these
changes should sound alarm bells. If this is
such a good idea, then why was the Demo-
cratic leadership reluctant to engage in full,
open debate and allow consideration of alter-
natives?

The Hatch Act has worked well. Leave it
alone.

[From the Des Moines Register, Mar. 5, 1993]
DON'T SCRAP THE HATCH ACT

One of the messages of last fall's election
was that people are fed up with insider privi-
lege. They're tired of a system that seems to
work more for the benefit of the servants
than of those they are supposed to serve,

But if Congress got the message, you sure
couldn't tell it by Wednesday's vote in the
House. The vote was to gut the Hatch Act,
the law that restricts political activity by
federal employees. The effect will be to tilt
the system a little more in favor of the insid-
ers—in this case federal employees.

The vote is the payoff from years of lobby-
ing by federal-employee unions. The Senate
is expected to follow suit, and President
Clinton is expected to sign the change into
law. When that happens. a long-standing bar-
gain between federal employees and the pub-
lic will have been shattered.

The bargain was this: The public granted
to federal employees more protection than
ordinary workers get. They can't be fired ar-
bitrarily, and they enjoy other protections
generally not available in private-sector em-
ployment.

In exchange, the federal civil service is ex-
pected to perform its job with nonpartisan
professionalism. To avoid any hint of poli-
tics, federal employees are forbidden to run
for office, to take active part in campaigns,
to hold office in political parties, or solicit
campaign contributions.
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Those are reasonable restrictions. The pub-
lic has a right to expect that federal law be
administered with absolute nonpartisan fair-
ness. The proposed gutting of the Hatch Act
would allow federal employees to work in po-
litical campaigns or to solicit campaign
funds in off-duty hours. The public is asked
to believe that federal workers can be fierce
political partisans at night, then change into
completely nonpartisan civil servants by .
day. Hogwash.

The unions seeking to gut the Hatch Act
argue that employees are denied their
“right" to be active in politics. No, the em-
ployees voluntarily agreed to give up par-
tisan politics, when they accepted govern-
ment employment. In exchange, they were
given the protections of the civil-service sys-
tem.

Now, the unions want it both ways. They
want to be able to take part in politics, and
thus gain the rewards that can come from
giving campaign help to the politicians who
set their salaries and vote on their benefits.
But they want to keep their civil-service
protections, too.

The public shouldn't stand for that one-
sided deal. If federal employees want the
benefits that they can gain from taking part
in polities, they ought to be willing to accept
the liabilities too. They should surrender
their civil-service protection and go back to
the old spoils system.

Better yet, everyone should stick with the
original deal: Shield civil servants form po-
litical firings but at the same time ask them
to refrain from engaging in politics them-
selves. That's a fair bargain that has both
served the public and helped maintain the in-
tegrity of federal service.

[From the Paris (TN) Post-Intelligencer,

May 24, 1993]
HATCH ACT REPEAL SEEMS UNBELIEVABLE

It seems unbelievable, but we seem about
to lose a law which for 54 years has protected
federal employees from being pressed into
service as political flacks.

The House has already voted its repeal, the
Senate seems poised to do so and President
Bill Clinton says he will sign it.

Only if 41 senators can band together to
sustain a filibuster, can the law be saved?

The law is the Hatch Act, passed in 1939 to
free federal employees from onerous political
pressure and to free taxpayers from having
their employees used as re-election cam-
paign workers for whoever is in office.

Repeal is being touted as a “‘reform' meas-
ure. Proponents say federal employees are
being denied their political rights as citi-
zens. Examine the law and judge for yourself:

The Hatch Act bars most federal employ-
ees from active participation in political
campaigns, running for office or soliciting
political donations from fellow workers or
the public. The employees are still free to
contribute to any political causes and can-
didates, belong to political parties and to
work in off-duty hours for non-partisan
causes,

Congress passed the Hatch Act to protect
employees after learning that New Deal pro-
gram managers were threatening civil serv-
ants with loss of their jobs if they did not
campaign for Democratic politicians.

The chief sponsor, New Mexico Sen. Carl
Hatch, was a Democrat. His sponsorship fol-
lowed a bipartisan tradition dating to the
earliest days of the republic. President Theo-
dore Roosevelt, for instance, in 1907 declared,
“Persons . .. in the competitive classified
service, while retaining the right to vote as
they please and to express privately their
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opinions on all political subjects, shall take
no part in political management or in politi-
cal campaigns.”

The Supreme Court three times has ruled
that the act's restrictions on federal em-
ployee political activity are constitutional.

Common Cause, the citizen lobby which
usually takes a pronounced liberal view of is-
sues, has declared that Hatch Act repeal
‘“opens the door to implicit coercion and
abandons the fundamental concept of an
unpoliticized civil service.”

Repeal is proposed in the name of free
speech, but it would create a climate in
which government workers are likely to feel
compelled to engage in politics. That is a
worse offense against free speech.

How would you like to be asked for a polit-
ical contribution by a federal employee who
has authority in some matter in which you
were seeking government approval?

[From the Newport News (VA) Daily Press,

Feb. 28, 1993]

THE HATCH ACT: EASING POLITICAL LIMITS ON
FEDERAL WORKERS A MISTAKE

People can choose whether to be federal
employees. And if they decide to accept such
employment, they should be willing to ac-
cept the limitations imposed by the Hatch
Act.

The Hatch Act, passed in 1939, prevents the
federal work force from becoming politi-
cized. It limits the political influence of fed-
eral employees.

That is as it should be, and efforts now
under way in Congress to weaken the Hatch
Act are misguided. The measure being con-
sidered would permit federal workers to par-
ticipate in politics as long as they did so on
their own time and did not try to intimidate
co-workers. That's like telling the cat he can
play with the canary if he promises not to
eat it.

Americans are fed up with the federal bu-
reaucracy. They want to see it trimmed and
made more efficient and responsive. That
won't be accomplished by giving federal em-
ployees more power, but more power they
will get if restrictions on political activities
are lifted.

America's civil service system isn't per-
fect, and there is some degree of unfairness
in the Hatch Act. Most federal employees
would not abuse their positions if they be-
came involved in politics. Still, the door to
such involvement should remain closed. De-
spite its flaws, the system works, and easing
Hatch Act restrictions would not be in the
best interests of the nation,

[From the Daytona Beach (FL) News-
Journal, Mar. 5, 1993]

DoN'T MESS WITH HATCH ACT

The U.S. House of Representatives voted
overwhelmingly Wednesday to weaken a law
that has shielded federal workers from polit-
ical pressures for more than half a century.

The Hatch Act was enacted in 1939 to pro-
tect employees from being coerced
working for political campaigns or shaken
down for contributions. Although it has been
a source of frustration to federal employee's
unions and to federal workers who wish to
get involved in political issues, the law has
done its job of shielding federal workers
from undue political pressures. It has pre-
served a politically neutral civil service.

The changes proposed in the House-passed
bill would allow federal employees to run for
nonpartisan political office—county council,
for example—manage political campaigns
and collect political donations.

into .
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Supporters of the bill say it alsc would
toughen penalties for misuse of authority
and improper soliciting of political contribu-
tions. And no political work could be done on
the job.

Even so, by opening the door to broader po-
litical action, the bill creates the potential
for widespread abuse.

Too many private employees are pressured
into contributing to PACs. Now federal em-
ployees will feel that pressure, too, and a
good deal more since their livelihoods usu-
ally are affected more directly by the deci-
sions of those holding political office.

It is all too easy to see how an employee
would feel coerced by his supervisor's politi-
cal activities even if no overt threat is made
or donation demanded.

Too often the off-the-job political activi-
ties allowed under these changes could find
their way into the workplace. The line be-
tween the two is often more apparent than
real.

The protections of the Hatch Act should
not be weakened. In this time of ever-more-
expensive political campaigns, we may ex-
pect that federal workers would be subjected
to all manner of new fund-raising pressure,
both subtle and overt. Now, even more than
in the past, the Hatch Act needs to be kept
strong. The Senate should take a much hard-
er look at this proposal.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, it is al-
most difficult to know where to start
to respond, because the assumptions
made on many of the things that the
distinguished Senator from Delaware
has based his statement on are obvi-
ously based on such major changes in
the Hatch Act that they could only
come from consideration of what the
House has passed.

As I said a little while ago in detail-
ing the differences between the two
bills, these are two very, very different
pieces of legislation.

I do not disagree with the editorials
that say that they disagree with the
House bill that would permit solicita-
tion of the general public for money for
PAC’s. I am not opposed to that. And
allowing employees to run for partisan
offices, I disagree with that.

Basically, the reference back to 1976,
when President Ford vetoed the bill, if
you look back at the provisions of that
bill that he vetoed, it was basically
what the House bill says today, which
we do not agree with. That is throwing
up a red herring, if I ever heard of one.

~ The Columbus Dispatch in my home
State of Ohio was just referred to here
a moment ago. In it, it referenced that,
“In 1976, Congress approved weakening
the law, but fortunately then-President
Ford vetoed the bill.” That bill was ba-
sically the Hatch Act, the House bill of
today.

Now, the editorial stated if Hatch
Act reform is passed ‘“‘those in civil
service would get the idea that better
assignment, promotions and bonuses
depended, at least in part, on partisan
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political activity.” They felt they
could maybe be forced into that by
‘‘political intimidation by a partisan
bureaucracy.”

Now, that is a mighty big assump-
tion, because that is not what is in S.
185. We provide tougher penalties for
such coercion.

So they can throw up all kinds of
“what ifs’’ in the Columbus Dispatch
and some of the other papers quoted
here, but they are not guotes from
what this bill actually provides. This is
not the House bill.

This is not the House bill. One of the
main reasons the Hatch Act was passed
in 1939 was to help protect employees
hired on a patronage basis from im-
proper political pressure. It was origi-
nally drafted as an amendment to the
appropriations bill for WPA, Work
Projects Administration.

We have a dramatically different sit-
uation. We have established civil serv-
ice, competitive merit basis, we have
different laws on the book, the Merit
System Protection Board, among
them, to protect Federal employees.
This legislation does not, by any
stretch of the imagination, unless you
include the House bill, wipe out—the
term that was used here—any civil
service personnel protections. Political
coercion is and would remain against
the law, and with this bill would have
tougher penalties than ever before for
the Hatch Act. It would be against the
law: 3 years incarceration in a prison, a
$5,000 fine, and lose your job if you co-
erce anyone.

The Columbus Dispatch editorial
cites a 1976 veto of Hatch Act reform
legislation by President Ford, as just
quoted here. This legislation is dif-
ferent from the bill vetoed by Presi-
dent Ford. The 1976 bill would have al-
lowed Federal employees to solicit po-
litical contributions from the general
public. It would allow them to run for
partisan political office. That is not
provided for in S. 185. I disagree with
those provisions also.

This legislation keeps current law
prohibitions on soliciting from the pub-
lic and running for partisan elective of-
fice. The Dispatch editorial assumes
otherwise, I gather. The editorial al-
leges that this legislation might create
employee interest groups inside the
Government that might sabotage the
will of the American people.

Federal employees are not political
eunuchs. They have their own political
views today and they are obligated to
help carry out the legal policies of the
administration, regardless of the em-
ployee’'s political proclivities.

In any case, even under current law,
Federal employees can identify them-
selves now with a partisan cause or
candidate. They can do it with a yard
sign, that is legal; they can do it with
a bumper sticker, that is legal; they
can give a check up to $1,000.

The New York Times editorial quoted
a minute ago said if we pass this, my



July 13, 1993

goodness, it might be awful because
people might be pushed into making a
monetary contribution. They can give
$1,000 right now. They are acting as
though something awful is going to
happen here that they are going to be
able to make a contribution. Yet the
law, for a long time, said anybody, in-
cluding civil servants, can give to a
Federal candidate of their choice $1,000.
That is raising a red herring if I ever

heard of one. That was in the New York °

Times.

Finally, the Columbus Dispatch edi-
torial seems to suggest there is no con-
stitutional imperative to vote for
Hatch Act reform. In 1947, when the Su-
preme Court first considered the Hatch
Act law, its opinion read:

This Court must balance the extent of
guarantees of freedom against a congres-
sional enactment to protect a democratic so-
ciety against a supposed evil of political par-
tisanship.

That is in United Public Workers v.
Mitchell, 330 United States Code 75, 96,
1947. I would argue it is the job of this
Congress to balance constitutional
rights against this supposed evil.

I want to protect against evil in Gov-
ernment as much as anybody in the
U.S. Senate. But I do not like it when
these things are brought up, when obvi-
ously people are not aware, and some
of the editorial writers are not aware
of the differences between the House
bill and the Senate bill. The Senate bill
toughens up on the job, gives more pro-
tection for workers on the job, gives
them a little more freedom off the job,
but with very careful controls still in
place.

So, Mr. President, the reference to
editorials is one that I think should
not carry much weight here because I
do not think they are comparing the
two bills properly. They are mainly
concentrating their fire on the House
bill and I, too, disagree with major
parts of the House bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the name of Senator Moy-
NIHAN be added as a cosponsor to S. 185.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, referring
to some of the other arguments that
have been made in the last hour or so,
the legislation does not wipe out any
civil service personnel protections. If
you look at this in any fair way, the
legislation strengthens current pen-
alties for violations of the prohibitions
against coercion.

As I mentioned before, it was brought
up that the Hatch Act reform was ve-
toed by President Ford. Obviously,
Presidents see danger in reform is the
charge. But this legislation is very dif-
ferent from the Hatch Act reform bill
that was vetoed by President Ford.
That 1976 bill would have allowed Fed-
eral employees to solicit political con-
tributions from the general public and
to run for partisan elective office. That
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is not in this legislation. This legisla-
tion keeps current law prohibitions on
soliciting from the public and running
for partisan elective office.

Congressional staff contributions
were brought up stating it could be ar-
gued section 606 of title 18 which for-
bids congressional staff from making
campaign contributions to their re-
spective Members robs them of their
political rights.

My reasons would be that the oppo-
nents attempt to analyze the situation
of Federal employees with that of Sen-
ate staffers who are not permitted to
make a contribution to their respective
Senators. They say it could be argued
this robs Senate staffers of the right to
contribute to Senate campaigns. But I
just think that analogy is wrong be-
cause 8. 185 maintains current law
which makes it illegal for a superior to
accept a check from a subordinate em-
ployee and illegal for a superior to co-
erce a subordinate employee into writ-
ing a check. S. 185 is consistent with
current Senate practice.

Mr. President, the charge has been
made that the Hatch Act is not vague;
that there are 13 permissible activities,
16 impermissible activities within the
regs, not 3,000. The Supreme Court did
not overturn the Hatch Act when the
National Association of Letter Carriers
case argued that the Hatch Act was un-
constitutionally vague and overboard.
That is the charge.

I respond: While opponents of Hatch
Act reform reject the argument that
current Hatch Act law is vague—others
differ—an evaluation of the act was
conducted in 1966 by the Bipartisan
Commission on Political Activity of
Government Personnel. That biparti-
san commission was created by the
Congress and charged with extensively
studying the question of Hatch Act re-
form. The commission report indicated
that the act needed to be clarified. It
concluded that the act was confusing,
was ambiguous, restrictive and nega-
tive in character. So we just disagree
on that one.

Mr. President, we are getting clari-
fication now as to what the agreement
was between leadership last night, and
we should know what amendments will
be laid down shortly.

Until that time, I will proceed with
some of my response to the distin-
guished floor manager on the other
side of the aisle. He mentioned several
times in the debate about the groups
that are against S. 185. I do not need to
take the time, I do not believe, to read
all of these. They run over onto the
second page here, so I guess 28 lines.
There are probably 30 or 40, maybe, dif-
ferent groups here.

The first group that supports S. 185,
support for it comes from the Equal
Judicial Remedies Coalition. Part of
that coalition, members of that coali-
tion, are such diverse groups as the
American Collectors Association; the
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Commercial Law League of America;
the National Federation of Independent
Businesses, or FIB; the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce; the American Bankers
Association; the National Independent
Automobile Dealers Association; the
National Retail Federation; the Sav-
ings & Community Bankers bof Amer-
ica; the U.S. Business and Industrial
Council; National Association of Fed-
eral Credit Unions; National Apart-
ment Association; Independent Sewing
Machine Dealers' Association; Coali-
tion of Higher Education Assistance
Organizations; National Small Busi-
ness United; Society of Industrial & Of-
fice Realtors; International Credit As-
sociation; Automotive Service Industry
Association; Associated Credit Bureau;
American Guild of Patient Account
Management, National Association of
Texaco Wholesalers; National Associa-
tion of Realtors; and Citizens Against
Government Waste.

I will not read all of these.

I ask unanimous consent that this
total list be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

GROUPS THAT SUPPORT 8. 185

The Equal Judicial Remedies Coalition in-
cluding: American Collectors Association,
Inc., Commercial Law League of America,
National Federation of Independent Busi-
nesses, United States Chamber of Commerce,
American Bankers Association, National
Independent Automobile Dealers Associa-
tion, National Retail Federation, Savings &
Community Bankers of America, U.S. Busi-
ness and Industrial Council, National Asso-
ciation of Federal Credit Unions, National
Apartment Association, Independent Sewing
Machine Dealers’ Association, Coalition of
Higher Education Assistance Organizations,
National Small Business United, Society of
Industrial & Office Realtors, International
Credit Association, Automative Service In-
dustry Association, Associated Credit Bu-
reaus, American Guild of Patient Account
Management, National Association of Tex-
aco Wholesalers, National Association of Re-
altors, Citizens Against Government Waste

National Association of Letter Carriers,
AFL~CIO

National Federation of Federal Employees

Federally Employed Women

International Association of Fire Fighters

The National Treasury Employee Union

American Federation of Government Em-
ployees, AFL-CIO

American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees

American Foreign Service Association

Americn Civil Liberties Union

American Postal Workers Union

American Psychiatric Association

Epsilon Sigma Phi

Federal Executive and Professional Asso-
ciation

Federal Managers Association

Graphic Communications International
Union

International Federation of Professional
and Technical Engineers

International Union of Operating Engi-
neers

Military Sea Transport Union SIU

National Association of Air Traffic Spe-
cialists



15376

National Association of ASCS County Of-
fice Employees

National Association of Federal Veterinar-
ians

National Association of Postal Supervisors

National Association of Postmasters of the
United States

National Association of Retired Federal
Employees

National Labor Relations Board Union

National League of Postmasters of the
United States

National Postal
LIUNA

National Rural Letter Carriers Association

Organization of Professional Employees of
the Department of Agriculture

Overseas Education Association/NEA

Public Employee Department (AFL-CIO)

Service Employees International Union.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, it is
quite an impressive list. As I indicated,
the group that I read from there is the
Equal Judicial Remedies Coalition,
members of that group that support
the changes made by S. 185.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, will the
distinguished chairman yield for a
question?

Mr. GLENN. I will.

Mr. ROTH. Are those endorsements
of the garnishment provisions, or of
the whole bill?

Mr. GLENN. I believe that is one of
their interests, yes. But I am sure they
are interested in the whole bill, also.

Mr. ROTH. But many of them, as I
understand it, are only for the purpose
of endorsing the garnishment provi-
sions.

Mr. GLENN. You do not just endorse
the garnishment provisions. That is
part of the total of S. 185. You do not
pass the garnishment as a separate act,
as the distinguished Senator is well
aware.

I indicate to my distinguished col-
league from Delaware that they sup-
port passage. It is my understanding
that the Equal Judicial Remedies Coa-
lition, some of the members that I
read, supports passage of S. 185 because
it contains the wage garnishment pro-
visions.

Mr. ROTH. May I ask the distin-
guished chairman how many of those
organizations supported the legislation
prior to the garnishment provision?

Mr. GLENN. I am not aware. I have
no head count on that.

Mr. ROTH. Did they endorse it 2
years ago?

Mr. GLENN. I have not made a sur-
vey of who did what back then. I will
be glad to try to do that if it is impor-
tant.

Mr. President, it has been charged
that the Hatch Act is vague, that there
are 13 permissible activities, 16 imper-
missible within the regulations, not
3,000.

The Supreme Court did not overturn
the Hatch Act when the National Asso-
ciation of Letter Carriers argued that
the Hatch Act was unconstitutionally
vague and overbroad. That is the
charge. I say that, while opponents of

Mail Handlers Union/
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Hatch Act reform reject the argument
that current Hatch Act law is vague,
others differ. Evaluation of the act was
conducted in 1986 and performed by a
bipartisan commission created by the
Congress and charged with extensively
studying the question of Hatch Act re-
form. The commission report indicated
that the act needed to be clarified.

That is all we do with this S. 185. We
clarify the act; we do not repeal it. We
modify it to make it more workable. It
is a better act because of this. It is not
gutted or repealed. It is a reform that
is good. It prohibits even those abuses
of the Hatch Act that occur in the
workplace now. It stops them un-
equivocally, in place—no political ac-
tivity on the job. I am surprised that
there is not a rush to support that in-
stead of objection to it.

The other part is that we give a little
more freedom off the job, but still
under very close control, so that if
there is any coercion, any coercion
whatsoever, the penalty can be as high
as 3 years in jail, a $5,000 fine, and you
can lose your job if there is coercion.
That is pretty tough.

So I think the likelihood of there
being any coercion off the job is not
right. I add that what we are talking
about are things like running for the
school board. Right now, they cannot
do that. They are not permitted to do
that. If you are living in a community
and you have an interest in your kids’
education and you are very concerned
about it and you are concerned enough
that you want to get on the school
board and do something about it, you
just want to be on the board and decide
some of these things to get a better
education for your children, can you
run? No. You are prohibited. Why
should that be? I think you should be
able to run.

Let me get into the area of the senior
executive service employees survey
done some years ago. Reform oppo-
nents argue that more than 70 percent
of senior executive service employees
surveyed by the Senior Executives As-
sociation opposed changes in the Hatch
Act. As I pointed out at the commit-
tee’s April 30 hearing, that survey, ac-
cording to the SEA itself, was not con-
clusive. The SEA survey said this:

It received the lowest response rate ever to
any survey we have done, only 22 percent.
The survey results were very disappointing
to the association because they produced no
definitive position from the membership. In
addition to the low response rate, the re-
sponses themselves were very, very ambiva-
lent and with a substantial number of ques-
tions not answered.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senior Executives Association letters
to me of April 28, 1993, and November
28, 1989, be printed in the RECORD, be-
cause it gives more detail on the analy-
sis of that survey.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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SENIOR EXECUTIVES ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, April 28, 1993,

Hon. JOHN GLENN,

Chairman, Commitltee on Governmental Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We understand that
the subject of the Senior Executives Associa-
tion's survey of its members in 1987 concern-
ing changes to the Hatch Act came up at the
hearing yvesterday. We are writing to again
clarify the purpose of the survey and its re-
sults, and SEA’s current position.

1. The survey was done in 1987, approxi-
mately six years ago.

2. SEA received the lowest response rate
ever to any survey we have done (22%).

3. The survey results were very disappoint-
ing to the Association, because they pro-
duced no definitive position from the mem-
bership.

4. In addition to the low response rate, the
responses themselves were very ambivalent,
with a substantial number of the questions
not answered. ;

5. Only approximately half of those sur-
veyed believed that the Association should
oppose the Hatch Act Amendments, and the
remainder did not specify one way or the
other.

6. The Association itself has not taken a
position on the Hatch Act changes proposed
because of the ambivalence of its member-
ship when surveyed in 1987.

7. The turnover in Association membership
is approximately 10% per year. In addition,
Association membership has grown from ap-
proximately 2200 in 1987 to nearly 3200 today.
This would indicate that 60%-90% of the
membership in the Association has changed
since the survey was taken.

8. The Association concluded in our 1989
letter to you (see attached) that the survey
was not valid for the purpose of the Associa-
tion taking a position on the proposed
Amendments to the Hatch Act. It has even
less validity today, nearly four years later.

9. The Association takes no position on the
proposed Amendments to the Hatch Act now
being considered by your Committee.

We hope this will clarify the Association’s
position on this matter for your Committee,
Thank you.

Sincerely,
G. JERRY SHAW,
General Counsel.
SENIOR EXECUTIVES ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, November 28, 1989.

Hon. JOHN GLENN,

Chairman, Committee on Governmental Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In response to your
letter of November 8, 1989, we are pleased to
provide you with a clarification of the sur-
vey done by the Senior Executives Associa-
tion in 1987.

During calendar year 1987, we had received
a number of inquiries from our members
about what the Association’s position was on
the proposed amendments to the Hatch Act
being considered by the House of Representa-
tives. Many of those inquiring had strong
views either pro or con on the proposed
amendments. In order to determine the over-
all position of the membership, the Board of
Directors of SEA decided that a member sur-
vey would be the most appropriate vehicle.
On October 27, 1987, we mailed to our mem-
bership of approximately 2200, a written sur-
vey specifically addressing the proposed
Hatch Act amendments, and asking for the
members’ views. We asked that the survey be
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returned to SEA within 30 days. After six
weeks, we tabulated the survey results.

From the standpoint of the Association,
the survey results were very disappointing.
We received a total of 480 responses (approxi-
mately 22% response rate) which was the
least number ever received by the Associa-
tion in response to a written survey. In the
past, our response rates had always exceeded
50%. In addition, we felt that the responses
were very ambivalent. While 356 (74%) of
those responding opposed the Hatch Act
amendments described in the survey, only
251 (52%) believed that the Association
should oppose the amendments. To the ques-
tion **Should SEA take no position on the
bill?", 223 (46%) of those responding did not
answer this question.

After considering the matter carefully, the
Board of Directors of SEA decided that they
should take no position on the proposed
Hatch Act amendments, since the response
rate was so low (22%), since those responding
who recommended that SEA oppose the leg-
islation comprised only 11% of the member-
ship, and since it was so difficult to commu-
nicate to our members and to the remainder
of the SES population the many alternatives
being considered in the legislation.

As a result, the Association has never
adopted an official position on the proposed
Hatch Act changes. We have no current plans
to take any position on this proposed legisla-
tion in the near future,

Attached is a copy of the survey results for
your information. We appreciate the oppor-
tunity to clarify this matter for you and for
the Committee.

Sincerely,
G. JERRY SHAW,
General Counsel.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, according
to the Merit System Protection Board
survey of 16,000 employees, only 30 per-
cent responded favorably to the ques-
tion of whether “‘I would like to be able
legally to be more active in partisan
political activities.” The charge is, ob-
viously, Federal employees are not
shackled by the Hatch Act. I have
never argued that the vast majority of
Federal and postal employees would
jump actively into partisan politics no
matter what happened. [ assume these
employees would probably be rep-
resentative of the general population.
Some people want to be involved and
others do not.

The actual MSPS results are as fol-
lows, and the statement was: “I would
like to be able legally to be more ac-
tive in partisan political activities." Of
the people responding, those who
strongly agreed was 13 percent; agree,
19 percent; neither agree nor disagree,
41 percent; disagree, 19 percent; strong-
ly disagree, 8 percent.

I do not know how you prove any-
thing much one way or the other with
that, because those who strongly agree
with it is about 32 percent. Those who
disagree strongly, about 27 percent,
and those who do not have any feel one
way or the other is about 41 percent. I
submit that is probably not too far off
the general population’s attitude in
this country. I do not think you im-
prove anything with that one.

Mr. President, while we determine
what the procedure is going to be here
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this evening, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I want to
briefly respond to some of the com-
ments of the chairman. It seems to me
that his remarks fail to understand
that the protections of the Hatch Act
include the limits placed on active par-
tisan political participation by Federal
employees. These limits protect em-
ployees from subtle pressures to be-
come involved in partisan causes. This
essential aspect of the Hatch Act was
enacted in 1939 to protect Federal em-
ployees, not oppress them.

While the Senate bill contains some
prohibitions on political activity that
the 1976 bill did not, the thrust and in-
tent of both the 1976 bill and S. 185 is to
allow employees to be actively in-
volved in partisan politics. The House
bill, H.R. 20, would allow solicitation of
the general public and running for par-
tisan elective office at the local level.
The administration has testified that
it will support whatever bill is agreed
to in conference.

The analogy to Senate staffers who
are prohibited under current law from
contributing to their respective Sen-
ators serves to illustrate that placing a
limit on an individual's ability to per-
form some act is not the equivalent of
limiting some fundamental right. In
fact, the prohibition is put in place to
protect employees by preventing in-
ferred expectations and subtle pres-
sures which will develop if such activ-
ity is allowed.

The New York Times editorial is any-
thing but confusing.

I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial be printed in the RECORD at
this point.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 21, 1990]

DoN'T DESTROY THE HATCH ACT

President Bush was right to veto legisla-
tion easing Hatch Act restrictions on politi-
cal activity by Federal employees. Now that
the House has overridden his veto, a show-
down looms in the Senate. The Senate would
be well advised to uphold the veto and then
consider a more modest revision of the act,
preserving its valid protections against po-
litical abuse.

The act, passed in 1939 to forestall political
exploitation of the expanding Federal work
force, prohibits Government workers from
“active’” participation in partisan cam-
paigns. Critics tend to exaggerate the extent
to which the law is stifling, just as support-
ers overstate its benefits. Even '‘Hatched™
employees remain free to vote, contribute
money to candidates and volunteer in their
off hours in non-partisan political activities.
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The measure Mr. Bush vetoed would, like
the Hatch Act, prohibit Federal employees
from running for political office and solicit-
ing public funds. However, it would lift other
important restrictions on off-duty political
activity. Civil servants would be free to
serve as campaign and party officials and
run as delegates to party conventions. More
troubling, employees would no longer be
barred from soliciting co-workers for con-
tributions to the political action committees
of the various Federal employee and postal
unions.

Senator John Glenn, who supports the
Hatch Act overhaul, says the bill offers suffi-
cient protection against political coercion.
But that ignores reality. Mr. Bush rightly
feared that without the Hatch Act excuse,
Federal employees, including tax auditors
and prosecutors, would inevitably confront
subtle pressures to contribute money and
time to partisan causes.

Proponents of reform argue that the
present curbs on partisan activity, though
upheld by the Supreme Court, abridge free
speech. But creating a climate in which gov-
ernment employees are likely to feel com-
pelled to engage in politics also offends free
speech.

Even so, there's widespread agreement
that the Hatch Act is unduly restrictive and
needlessly complex. Surely it's possible for
Congress to devise a bill that simplifies the
act while preserving its sensible protections
against politicizing the Federal work force.

Mr. ROTH. In three cases, the Su-
preme Court has upheld the constitu-
tionality of the Hatch Act. Thus, there
is no constitutional imperative to vote
for S. 185.

The survey by the Senior Executive
Association was presented to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs during
consideration of this matter in the
100th Congress. It is printed in Senate
Hearing 100-662. In a letter to the com-
mittee at the time, the president of the
SEA wrote:

The Board of Directors felt that member
input was critical with regard to the Hatch
Act since strong arguments have been put
forth for and against revision.

There was no mention whatsoever
during the 100th Congress of the cave-
ats which have been expressed by SEA.

Finally, the cite of a Merit System
Protection Board survey in which less
than one-third of Federal employees
surveyed responded favorably to the
question of whether they ‘‘would like
to be able to be legally more active in
partisan political activities” dem-
onstrates that there is no government-
wide support for the changes this bill is
advocating.

We just received word that the Equal
Judicial Remedies Coalition, the ones
mentioned by the distinguished Sen-
ator, only supports garnishment and
has not taken a position on the Hatch
Act legislation itself.

AMENDMENT NO. 563
{Purpose: To clarify the penalties for a
violation of the Act)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr, ROTH]
proposes an amendment numbered 563.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 20, strike lines 2 through 10 and in-
sert:

“An employee or individual who violates
section 7323 or 7324 of this title shall be re-
moved from his position, and funds appro-
priated for the position from which removed
thereafter may not be used to pay the em-
ployee or individual. However, if the Merit
System Protection Board finds by unani-
mous vote that the violation does not war-
rant removal, a penalty of not less than 30
days' suspension without pay shall be im-
posed by direction of the Board.".

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, this
amendment retains a provision in cur-
rent law that an employee can be dis-
missed from his job for the first viola-
tion of the Hatch Act. Such action
could only be taken after the Merit
Systems Protection Board finds that a
violation has taken place after a full,
independent proceeding.

Under current law, the penalty for
the first violation of the Hatch Act is
a minimum of 30 days suspension and a
maximum of dismissal. As amended on
the Senate floor in the 101st Congress,
the bill mandates that upon the second
violation, the employee be dismissed.
In addition, the legislation provides
that an employee can remain in his po-
sition until all of his appeals are fully
exhausted.

Mr. President, this amendment would
clarify that an employee can be dis-
missed after one violation, as is the
case under current law. An employee
who is found by the Merit Systems
Protection Board to have violated the
law can appeal this decision. However,
under current law, the burden is on the
employee. If the employee is dismissed,
he must gain an order from the Federal
courts to remain in his employment.

The bill as it now reads would allow
the employee to remain in his or her
job until “all available appeals are
final.” This amendment would provide
that the current penalty provision
would continue to exist.

This amendment is also appropriate
considering the type of violations
which might occur if S. 185 is enacted.
Under the bill, employees are expressly
permitted to actively engage in politi-
cal campaigns. Thus, it is less likely
that a Hatch Act violation concerning
an employee's active participation will
occur. Violations remaining under
S. 185 involve either coercion or those
activities which are expressly prohib-
ited by the bill. Any offender should
not be given two bites at the apple,
when even today, offenders can be dis-
missed for what would be considered
one, lesser violation.

It should be noted that within the
past several years, Federal and State
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agencies have referred three major pa-
tronage matters to the Office of Spe-
cial Counsel for administrative en-
forcement under the Hatch Act. Based
upon these referrals, the special coun-
sel filed charges against 25 individuals.
Ten of these individuals were found by
the Merit System Protection Board to
have been involved in schemes to co-
erce political activity from their sub-
ordinates. The remaining 15 are await-
ing trial on similar charges.

In some of these cases, extensive
criminal investigations failed to
produce sufficient evidence to support
criminal charges in these cases—main-
ly because coercive activity is inher-
ently difficult to prosecute at the
criminal level which requires a beyond
a reasonable doubt burden of proof. As
mentioned, these matters involved su-
perior political appointees soliciting
political contributions in the form of
cash, personal political services, dinner
tickets and the like, from clerks and
administrative personnel.

In two of these cases the Office of
Special Counsel succeeded in obtaining
meaningful penalties including debar-
ment from future public employment
against the director of the Akron Mu-
nicipal Housing Authority and two of
her subordinates.

In the other case, the Office of Spe-
cial Counsel was successful in seeking
similar penalties against several politi-
cal and senior supervisory employees of
the Niagara Frontier Transportation
Authority for doing much the same
thing. In both these instances, the spe-
cial counsel has been successful in ob-
taining administrative sanctions
against plainly unlawful behavior
largely because the Hatch Act is on the
books, and the evidentiary require-
ments of this administrative statute
are far less demanding than those ap-
plicable to criminal proceeding under
statutes such as title 18.

In March, the Office of Special Coun-
sel filed a complaint with the Merit
Systems Protection Board charging the
Commissioner of the Tennessee Public
Service Commission, his executive as-
sistant, and 13 officers of the Motor
Carrier Safety Division with violating
the Hatch Act.

The Office of Special Counsel charged
these employees with coercively solic-
iting subordinate employees for con-
tributions of money and labor in sup-
port of the Commissioner’s campaign.
Mr., President, I am not making any
judgment with respect to this case.
These individuals are due their full due
process rights before the Merit System
Protection Board.

But Mr. President, the prior two
cases mentioned clearly demonstrate
that political coercion does exit. If the
Hatch Act is violated, penalties must
be imposed. This amendment simply
makes clear that the penalties should
not be changed from current law, and
breaking the law even once can result
in a dismissal from employment.
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Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Ohio.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that no amend-
ments be in order to the pending Roth
amendment when the Senate resumes
consideration of 8. 185 at 10:30 a.m.,
Wednesday, July 14; and that, without
intervening action or debate, the Sen-
ate then vote on or in relation to the
Roth amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, when
that vote occurs tomorrow morning
after we come into session, I ask that
the yeas and nays be ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ROBB). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(Mr.

MORNING BUSINESS

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12 noon, a message from the House
of Representatives, delivered by Ms.
Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:
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H.R. 2491, An act making appropriations
for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and for
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 2518. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and related
agencies, for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1994, and for other purposes,

e —————
MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 2491. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and for
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and for
other purposes, to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

H.R. 2518. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and related agencies, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

—

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-993. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting a re-
port, consistent with the War Powers Act,
relative to the deployment of a U.S. peace-
keeping contingent to Macedonia; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-994. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on rescissions
and deferrals; referred jointly, pursuant to
the order of January 30, 1975, as modified by
the order of April 11, 1986, to the Committee
on Appropriations, to the Committee on the
Budget, to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition and Forestry, to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works, to the Com-
mittee on Finance, and to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC-995. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a re-
vised deferral; referred jointly, pursuant to
the order of January 30, 1975, as modified by
the order of April 11, 1986, to the Committee
on Appropriations, to the Committee on the
Budget, to the Committee on Finance, and to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-996. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of defer-
rals; referred jointly, pursuant to the order
of January 30, 1975, as modified by the order
of April 11, 1986, to the Committee on Appro-
priations, to the Committee on the Budget,
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition
and Forestry and to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EC-997. A communication from the Acting
General Sales Manager of the Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, Department of Agriculture,
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transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the amending of a determination; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition
and Forestry.

EC-998. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Research and Engineering, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report relative to the obligation of
funds in the chemical/biological defense pro-
grams during fiscal year 1992; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC-999. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Administration and Management, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report entitled “Extraordinary
Contractual Actions to Facilitate the Na-
tional Defense;"” to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-1000. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a certification of
certain defense acquisition programs; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1001. A communication from the Acting
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Require-
ments and Resources, Department of De-
fense, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to defense manpower require-
ments for fiscal year 1994; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-1002. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report containing the rec-
ommendations of the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC-1003. A communication from the Acting
Comptroller of the Currency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report detailing enforce-
ment actions taken by the Office during the
twelve month period ending December 31,
1992; to the Committee on Banking, Housing
and Urban Affairs.

EC-1004. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Board of the National Credit
Union Administration, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Administration’s annual re-
port for calendar year 1992; to the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

EC-1005. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Depart-
ment's annual report on the state of fair
housing; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs.

EC-1006. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report relative to the moderniza-
tion of the National Weather Service; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation.

EC-1007. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Congressional Budget Office,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of se-
questration preview for fiscal year 1994; re-
ferred jointly, pursuant to the order of Au-
gust 4, 1977, to the Committee on the Budget,
and to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-1008. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on direct
spending or receipts legislation within five
days of enactment; to the Committee on the
Budget.

EC-1009. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on direct
spending or receipts legislation within five
days of enactment; to the Committee on the
Budget.

EC-1010. A communication from the Acting
Comptroller of the Currency, transmitting,
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pursuant to law, a report relative to
consumer complaints filed against national
banks; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science and Transportation.

EC-1011. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to the imple-
mentation of the metric system; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1012. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a draft of proposed legislation to
make permanent the authority of the Sec-
retary of Commerce to conduct the Quar-
terly Financial Report Program,; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science and Transpor-
tation.

EC-1013. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled "'Proposals Received in
Response to the Clean Coal Technology V
Program Opportunity Notice'’; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1014. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “*Summary of Expendi-
tures of Rebates from the Low-Level Radio-
active Waste Surcharge Escrow Account for
Calendar Year 1992"; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1015. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Compliance, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the refund of cer-
tain offshore lease revenues; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1016. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Compliance, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the refund of cer-
tain offshore lease revenues; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1017. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Compliance, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the refund of cer-
tain offshore lease revenues; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1018. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Compliance, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the refund of cer-
tain offshore lease revenues; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1019. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Compliance, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the refund of cer-
tain offshore lease revenues; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1020. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Compliance, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the refund of cer-
tain offshore lease revenues; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1021. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Compliance, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the refund of cer-
tain offshore lease revenues; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-1022. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to the Govern-
ment's helium program for fiscal year 1992;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC-1023. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary for Water and Sciende,
Department of the Interior, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report relative to the
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High Plains States Groundwater Demonstra-
tion Program; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC-1024. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the agreement on
trade relations between the United States of
America and Romania; to the Committee on
Finance.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources:

Report to accompany (S. 1150) to promote
the achievement of national educational
goals, to raise expectations through high
standards for all students and schools, to en-
courage State and local school reform to
make high expectations and standards a re-
ality, to lay the foundation for an effective
national job training system, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 103-85).

By Mr. INOUYE, for the Committee on In-
dian Affairs, without amendment:

S. 442. A bill to provide for the mainte-
nance of dams located on Indian lands by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs or through con-
tracts with Indian tribes (Rept. No. 103-86).

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on
Indian Affairs, with amendments:

S. 654. A bill to amend the Indian Environ-
mental General Assistance Program Act of
1992 to extend the authorization of appro-
priations (Rept. No. 103-87 ).

e ——

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. NUNN:

8. 1213. A bill to make amendments to the
Congressional charter for Group Hospitaliza-
tion and Medical Services; to the Committee
on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr.
DURENBERGER, and Mr. PRESSLER):

S. 1214. A bill to create an emergency relief
fund for agricultural producers; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for herself and
Mr. SIMPSON):

8. 1215. A bill to increase the number of
primary care providers in order to improve
the nation’s health care access and contain
health care spending by the establishment of
medical education reimbursement programs
and other programs, and for other purposes,
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr.
BURNS):

5. 1216. A bill to resolve the 107th Meridian
boundary dispute between the Crow Indian
Tribe, the Northern Cheyenee Indian Tribe,
and the United States and various other is-
sues pertaining to the Crow Indian Reserva-
tion; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself and Mr.
DoOLE) (by request):

S.J. Res. 110. A joint resolution approving
the extension of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment (most-favored-nation treatment) to the
products of Romania; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. RIEGLE,
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. WELLSTONE,
Mr. SASSER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. DobDp, Mr. FEINGOLD,
Mr. KERRY, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. PELL,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr.
HoLLINGS, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. MITCHELL,
Mr. BURNS, Mr. CoATS, Mr. THUR-
MOND, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. GLENN, Mr, DOLE, Mr.
WOFFORD, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. METZEN-
BAUM, Mr. MATHEWS, Mr. SIMON, Mr.
D’AMATO, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. MACK,
Mr. REID, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LoTT, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BREAUX,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Mr. EXON, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
FORD, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr.
SARBANES):

S.J. Res. 111, A joint resolution to des-
ignate August 1, 1993, as ‘‘Helsinki Human
Rights Day"'; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. NUNN:

S. 1213. A bill to make amendments
to the congressional charter for Group
Hospitalization and Medical Services;
to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

CONGRESSIONAL CHARTER FOR GROUP

HOSPITALIZATION AND MEDICAL SERVICES, INC.
e Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise to
offer a bill which will amend chapter
698 of Public Law 395, as amended,
which is the Congressional charter for
Group Hospitalization and Medical
Services, Inc., the Blue Cross and Blue
Shield plan located in the District of
Columbia.

This bill is identical to a bill I intro-
duced in the 102d Congress, S. 3092,
which was enacted into law as part of
the District of Columbia 1992 supple-
mental appropriations and rescissions
and 1993 appropriations—Public Law
102-382, October 5, 1992. That legisla-
tion brought Group Hospitalization and
Medical Services under the full regu-
latory authority of the Insurance De-
partment of the District of Columbia.
Unfortunately, that section of the law,
section 137(d), calls for the provision to
expire on September 30, 1993, making it
necessary for the Congress to once
again act. I am hopeful that this time,
however, the Congress will make these
changes permanent.

Mr. President, since that time, on
January 26 and 27 of this year, the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions, of which I am chairman, of the
Committee on Governmental Affairs,
held investigative hearings relative to
Group Hospitalization and Medical
Services, Inc. The subcommittee heard
testimony from a variety of witnesses,
learning of management excesses and
fanlty business practices that may
have been avoided had that Blue Cross
and Blue Shield plan been properly reg-
ulated by the District of Columbia. As
we learned last year, the Congress had,
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in 1939, specifically exempted Group
Hospitalization and Medical Services,
Inc., from the insurance laws and regu-
lations of the District of Columbia.

So, today I again introduce legisla-
tion to correct a problem whose scope
is beyond the capability of any State,
because the venue rests in the District
of Columbia. Congress must act to per-
manently correct its own oversight, an
oversight that was not foreseen in 1939,
when the Congress chartered Group
Hospitalization, Inc., the predecessor of
the District of Columbia’s Blue Cross
and Blue Shield Plan, now known as
Group Hospitalization and Medical
Services, Inc. The 76th Congress, in
Group Hospitalization’s enabling legis-
lation, exempted the corporation from
the vast majority of the District’s in-
surance regulation. Since then, and es-
pecially in the mid- to late 1980's, the
corporation grew, surely beyond any-
thing that could have been envisioned
in 1939.

Mr. President, this piece of legisla-
tion is wvery simple and straight-
forward, and makes permanent what
was already done just last year. It es-
tablishes the District of Columbia as
the legal domicile for Group Hos-
pitalization and Medical Services, Inc.
It requires that the corporation be li-
censed in, and regulated by, the laws
and regulations of the District of Co-
lumbia. It strikes article 7 of the char-
ter, which exempted the corporation
from regulation by the District of Co-
lumbia Insurance Commissioner, and it
requires that the corporation reim-
burse the District of Columbia for the
costs of examination and audit of the
corporation, a standard requirement of
the States in the regulation of this in-
dustry.

This legislation has been in place
since October 5, 1992. The corporation,
Group Hospitalization and Medical
Services, Inc., and the government of
the District of Columbia—specifically
the Department of Insurance—have
been operating under the statute since
then. I believe the consumers, the Gov-
ernment, and the corporation have
been better served by these changes to
the congressional charter. I whole-
heartedly feel that Congress must act
now to make these changes permanent
for the continued protection of the citi-
zens who are served by this Blue Cross
and Blue Shield plan.

This bill addresses such a narrow, un-
disputed, and critically dangerous reg-
ulatory loophole that I do not believe
that we can afford to let this situation
lapse back to the situation we faced
last year. We must not delay its con-
sideration. To do so would cause a
lapse in the regulatory structure that
has been put in place to address the
problems we have uncovered in the in-
surance industry. To cause a lapse
would also severely undermine the su-
perintendent of insurance for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.
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This bill must be enacted before the
provisions contained in Public Law 102-
382 expire so that the resulting havoc
will be avoided altogether.

I ask unanimous consent that a sec-
tion-by-section analysis of this legisla-
tion be printed at the conclusion of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY
SECTION 1—LEGAL DOMICILE

This section establishes the legal domicile
of Group Hospitalization and Medical Serv-
ices, Incorporated, in the District of Colum-
bia.

SECTION 2—REGULATORY AUTHORITY

This section establishes that the corpora-
tion will be licensed and regulated by the
District of Columbia in accordance with the
District's laws and regulations.

This section also strikes Section 7, which
exempted the corporation from the insurance
laws and regulations of the District of Co-
lumbia.

SECTION 3—REIMBURSEMENT OF REGULATORY

COSTS BY THE CORPORATION

This section creates a new Section 7, which
requires the corporation to reimburse the
District of Columbia for the costs of regula-
tion of the corporation and its affiliates and
subsidiaries, including the costs of financial
and market conduct examinations.

SECTION 4—EFFECTIVE DATE

This section establishes the effective date
of the amendments contained in this Bill as
the date of enactment of this bill.e

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself,
Mr. DURENBERGER, and Mr.
PRESSLER):

S. 1214. A bill to create an emergency
relief fund for agricultural producers;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EMERGENCY RELIEF FUND ACT OF 1993

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, in
Iowa the rains are still falling and the
rivers are still rising. And the hopes of
many are sinking fast. As most have
already seen on the newscasts, the
cities of Des Moines and Davenport, to
name just two, are beleaguered by
overflowing rivers. Overlooked by the
media—in my view at least—is the
grim, silent despair now gripping
Iowa’s farmers.

For farmers lucky enough to get into
the fields, rains washed away many of
the seeds. Plants that survived, how-
ever, are experiencing poor emergence.

But for those farmers who couldn't
complete their spring planting, the fall
harvest will offer little.

Mr. President, there wasn't much
corn knee high by the Fourth of July
in Iowa; during the recent recess I saw
mostly black fields, awash in water.
For many farmers—still recovering
from the farm credit crisis of the
eighties and earlier crises—rains this
year will threaten their livelihoods
like they have never been threatened
before.

Crop insurance will, in fact, provide
some measure of relief, but the current
system must be improved.
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Under the current system, unless a
special rider was purchased by mid-
April, those who were prevented from
planting are not covered by crop insur-
ance. Those who purchased coverage
for corn and were forced to plant soy-
beans are technically without cov-
erage. And of course, those who didn't
buy crop insurance are not covered at
all.

Mr. President, I join my fellow
Iowan, Congressman FRED GRANDY, in
introducing a bill which would remedy
the shortcomings in the Federal Crop
Insurance system, and provide much
needed relief to producers in the Mid-
west.

Simply put, this legislation would
allow farmers who had earlier pur-
chased crop insurance but did not elect
the prevented planting rider to retro-
actively purchase a prevented planted
option. For producers who did not pur-
chase crop insurance this year, they
can retroactively purchase a policy as
well. Finally, for producers who plant-
ed corn, but had to switch to soybeans,
those farmers would get to keep their
corn level of indemnity after soybean
income has been subtracted.

The benefits of this plan are many. It
will probably provide producers with
higher benefits than they would receive
under disaster relief. And that relief
would be provided more quickly. This
legislation will also cover future disas-
ters during this crop year. Though
most of us have ruled out a drought
this year, an early frost is certainly a
concern. This legislation would obviate
the need for any additional disaster
legislation. Finally, it would provide a
disciplined way to administer aid, and
encourage farmers to actively manage
their risks through Federal crop insur-
ance.

Mr. President, the Senate must act
quickly. Though the magnitude of the
agricultural losses won't be known for
certain until the fall harvest is com-
plete, the farmer of the Upper Midwest
desperately needs a signal of hope from
Congress.

Mr. President, I pledge my support to
the Agriculture Committee and the Ap-
propriations Committee in crafting a
means to deliver much-needed aid in a
fiscally responsible manner.

By Mrs. KASSEBAUM (for herself
and Mr. SIMPSON):

S. 1215. A bill to increase the number
of primary care providers in order to
improve the Nation’s health care ac-
cess and contain health care spending
by the establishment of medical edu-
cation reimbursement programs and
other programs, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance.

PRIMARY MEDICAL CARE ACT OF 1993

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
rise to introduce legislation aimed at
correcting the alarming and growing
imbalance between primary care doc-
tors and subspecialist physicians. This
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bill also includes provisions to draw
more primary care health care provid-
ers into rural underserved areas.

As Congress prepares to debate the
President’s health care reform pro-
posal, the shortage of primary care
providers remains a sleeper. Uncor-
rected, this imbalance could seriously
threaten our efforts to control rising
health care costs and to expand access
to Americans in rural and other under-
served areas.

Currently, less than one-third of
American physicians are primary care
providers. This compares to Canada,
where 55 percent of providers are fam-
ily physicians, and Western Europe,
where a majority of providers are gen-
eralists. Most disturbing of all, less
than 15 percent of currently graduating
medical students are entering primary
care training programs. And this de-
spite the fact that an overwhelming
majority of students polled entering
the first year of medical school said
they planned to go into primary care.

Mr. President, primary care physi-
cians provide care at a fraction of the
cost of specialists, and—according to a
recent medical outcomes study—the
guality of their care is equally good.
Primary care physicians are also able
to care for 85 percent of their patients’
problems—without the added cost of
subspecialty referrals. Finally, unlike
subspecialists, who tend to congregate
in highly populated geographic areas,
the per-capita distribution of primary
care physicians between rural and
urban America is relatively the same.

Why do we have a shortage of pri-
mary care doctors? The reasons are
many, including too many medical
school curricula designed to produce
subspecialists and strong incentives for
specialization built into the current
Medicare graduate medical education
[GME] program. Also contributing to
the problem are greater income levels
for specialists and the resulting
attractiveness of highly paid speciali-
ties for debt-burdened medical stu-
dents.

Mr. President, the legislation I am
introducing today touches on each of
these problems, but its main focus is to
reform the medical education system
to provide greater emphasis on primary
care. The legislation builds on a grow-
ing consensus in the health care and
medical education communities that
changes are needed in the way the
United States trains doctors and other
health  professionals. Specifically,
groups such as the Physician Payment
Review Commission and the Public
Health Service's Council on Graduate
Medical Education are calling for
greater emphasis on primary care in
the financing of graduate medical edu-
cation.

By far, the largest Federal involve-
ment in graduate medical education
occurs through the Medicare Program,
which pays $5 billion annually to
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teaching hospitals to help them under-
write the cost of residency training. An
additional $270 million in Federal grant
assistance is provided through the Pub-
lic Health Service to primary care
residencies and allied health, nursing,
and medical schools.

A serious problem in the current
Medicare GME system is that pay-
ments are made to teaching hospitals
on a blanket, per-resident basis, with-
out regard to the speciality being sub-
sidized. What this means is that hos-
pitals receive the same taxpayer sub-
sidy for training subspecialists as they
do for training primary care physi-
cians—this despite the fact that pri-
mary care is where the shortages lie,
and that subspecialty residents in
many cases generate much better reve-
nue for the teaching hospitals.

Another problem is that the current
funding structure provides little incen-
tive for community-based training out-
side the hospital, which is critical to
effective primary care residency pro-
grams. Hospitals currently transfer
only a limited amount of money to
such sites, making it difficult to run
quality primary care training pro-

grams.

Mr. President, the key provisions in
the legislation I am introducing today
would increase the Medicare direct
medical education [DME] payments for
primary care residents by 50 percent
and maintain current DME weighting
for subspecialty training positions as-
sociated with training consortia in-
volving both hospital- and community-
based training. This change, which is
strictly budget neutral, would also re-
duce overall nonconsortia subspecialty
resident reimbursements by an exactly
proportionate amount.

In addition, teaching hospitals and
health care training consortia wishing
to receive Medicare assistance for their
residency training programs must set
salaries for primary care residents at
least 20 percent higher than those paid
to subspecialty residents.

These Medicare GME changes will re-
sult in improved status of primary care
at academic health centers. With in-
creased financial leverage, primary
care departments will be able to lead
changes in medical school curriculum
and admission criteria to increase the
number of students entering primary
care residencies. In addition, with en-
hanced GME payments, primary care
residencies will be able both to grow
and to improve the quality of their pro-
grams.

Finally, higher primary care resi-
dency salaries will create a strong
short-term material incentive to medi-
cal students to choose primary care
residencies. Many of these students
face debt burdens of greater than
$50,000 as they enter their residencies.
This added salary incentive for pri-
mary care residents will also help off-
set the current deep bias toward spe-
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cialty residencies caused by the antici-
pation of high incomes in private prac-
tice.

An important element of this legisla-
tion is the DME incentive it provides
for the formation of health care train-
ing consortia. A health care training
consortium would be composed of a
medical school or medical schools,
teaching hospitals, and many varieties
of community-based training sites. In
order to qualify for the federal reim-
bursement benefits, consortia would be
required to produce at least 50 percent
primary care physicians from the con-
sortium medical schools.

The new consortia are designed to
foster medical school and residency
curriculum changes which will produce
more primary care providers. They will
also promote better integration of
medical school and residency education
and funding. Under this approach, both
residents and medical students would
receive improved exposure to commu-
nity-based training.

Before I describe other components of
my legislation, let me explain why I
chose to use Medicare DME weighting
instead of the so-called slotting advo-
cated by some in the field. Under the
slotting approach, the Federal Govern-
ment would decide the number and
type of residency programs it would
continue to support. Advocates of this
approach point to Canada, where the
Government allows over 50 percent pri-
mary care positions. I am skeptical of
this approach because I believe its ap-
plication in the United States could
lead to more bureaucratic centraliza-
tion than I believe is appropriate. Fur-
thermore, this approach would be very
vulnerable to political pressure and
congressional tinkering.

For those who are skeptical of the
weighting approach I have taken in
this legislation, I would point out the
recent success of such weighting in
New York State. Two years ago, New
York State began to provide higher
payments to primary care residency
programs. While it is early to judge the
success of this approach, many internal
medicine and pediatric programs that
once produced subspecialists are now
making curriculum changes designed
to produce primary care providers.

Mr. President, the legislation would
also require teaching hospitals to ac-
count for the transfer of training funds
to community-based primary care
training sites and would allow teaching
hospitals to receive GME payments for
residents that train in nonhospital-
owned facilities. The bill also provides
increased Public Health Service fund-
ing for nurse practitioner and physi-
cian assistant training. Through a new
demonstration grant program, States
and nonprofit entities could examine
the best mechanisms to retrain sub-
specialists in oversupply and to expand
the practice of nurse practitioners and
physician assistants.

July 13, 1993

Although a large focus of this bill is
on the increased production of primary
care providers, it also includes provi-
sions to expand community-based pri-
mary care facilities and tax and loan
forgiveness incentives to draw primary
care providers into rural underserved
areas. Many of these provisions are
similar to those I introduced earlier
this year as part of S. 325, my com-
prehensive BasiCare health care reform
legislation.

Mr. President, as discussion of these
issues develops, I would welcome any
suggestions my colleagues or others
may have for improving this legisla-
tion. I ask unanimous consent that my
statement, a summary of this bill, and
the legislation itself be made a part of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

8. 1215

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the “Primary Medical Care Act of 1993".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I-INCREASING THE NUMBER OF

PRIMARY CARE PROVIDERS
101. Findings.

102. Graduate medical education pay-

ments.

Approval of primary care and
health care consortium pro-
grams for GME payments.

Health professions funding for
nurse practitioner and physi-
cian assistants programs.

Primary care demonstration
grants,

106. Health workforce oversight.

TITLE II-COMMUNITY HEALTH

SERVICES EXPANSION
Sec. 201. Establishment of grant program.
Sec. 202. Program to provide for expansion
of federally qualified health
centers.

TITLE III—EXPANDING THE SUPPLY OF
HEALTH PROFESSIONALS IN RURAL
AREAS

Sec. 301. Expansion of National Health Serv-

ice Corps.

Sec. 302. Tax incentives for practice in rural

aAreas.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. Effective date.

TITLE I—INCREASING THE NUMBER OF

PRIMARY CARE PROVIDERS

SEC. 101. FINDINGS,

Congress finds that—

(1) not less than 50 percent of all medical
residents should complete generalist train-
ing programs, and at least 50 percent of all
physicians should become primary care pro-
viders;

(2) all primary care shortage areas should
be eliminated, and disparities between the
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan distribu-
tion of physicians should be reduced;

(3) the aggregate allopathic and osteo-
pathic physician-to-population ratio should
be maintained at 1993 levels;

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 103.

Sec. 104,

Sec. 105.

Sec.
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(4) the total number of entry medical resi-
dency positions should be limited;

(5) the number of nurse practitioners and
physician assistants should be increased; and

(6) community-based ambulatory training
experiences for medical residents should be
increased.
SEC. 102. GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION PAY-

MENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (h) of section
1886 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1395ww(h)) is amended to read as follows:

“({h) GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION PAY-
MENTS.—

‘(1) NATIONAL HEALTH WORKFORCE EDU-
CATION FUND.—

“(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish a National Health Workforce Edu-
cation Fund (hereafter referred to in this
subsection as the ‘Fund’) to make payments
in accordance with this subsection.

“(B) ALLOCATIONS,—

‘(i) IN GENERAL—In providing for the
Fund, the Secretary shall annually provide
for an allocation of monies to the Fund from
the trust funds established under parts A and
B as the Secretary determines reasonably re-
flects the amount of DME payments and IME
payments payable under such funds during
fiscal year 1993,

‘(i) UPDATING TO THE FIRST COST REPORT-
ING PERIOD.—The Secretary shall update the
amount of funds allocated to the Fund under
clause (i) by the percentage increase in the
consumer price index during the 12-month
cost reporting period described in such
clause,

*(iil) AMOUNT FOR SUBSEQUENT COST RE-
PORTING PERIODS.—For each cost reporting
period, the amount of funds allocated to the
Fund shall be equal to the amount deter-
mined under this subparagraph for the pre-
vious cost reporting period updated, through
the midpoint of the period, by projecting the
estimated percentage change in the
consumer price index during the 12-month
period ending at that midpoint, with appro-
priate adjustments to reflect previous under-
or over-estimations under this subparagraph
in the projected percentage change in the
consumer price index.

*(C) DIVISION OF FUND.—The Secretary
shall annually divide the Fund into
subfunds, One subfund shall be established
for DME payments (hereafter referred to in
this subsection the ‘DME subfund’) and an-
other subfund for IME payments (hereafter
referred to in this subsection as the 'IME
subfund’). In determining the annual relative
distribution of funds between the DME
subfund and the IME subfund, the Secretary
shall first consider the amount to be con-
tained in the DME subfund. The IME subfund
shall be equal to the amount of the Fund less
the amount of the DME subfund.

‘(D) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT OF DME
SUBFUND.—The Secretary shall annually de-
termine the amount of the DME subfund.
For the first cost reporting period, the DME
subfund shall be equal to the amount of DME
payments under parts A and B in 1993, up-
dated by the percentage increase in the
consumer price index during that 12-month
cost reporting period. For subsequent cost
reporting periods, such subfund shall be the
greater of—

“(i) the amount of DME payments made
from the Fund during the previous cost re-
porting period updated, through the mid-
point of the period, by projecting the esti-
mated percentage change in the consumer
price index during the 12-month period end-
ing at that midpoint, with appropriate ad-
justments to reflect previous under- or over-
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estimations under this subparagraph in the
projected percentage change in the consumer
price index; or

‘(i) the projected amount of DME pay-
ments for such cost reporting period required
for all primary care residents and health
care training consortia residents in pro-
grams approved by the Administrator of the
Health Resources and Services Administra-
tion.

‘(3) GUIDELINES -FOR DISBURSEMENT OF
GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION FUNDS,—

“(A) DME PAYMENTS,—

‘(i) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT PER FTE RESI-
DENT.—The Secretary shall develop a pay-
ment amount per FTE resident, with respect
to DME payments, that is not historically
based, but shall accurately reflect the resi-
dent stipends, clinical faculty stipends, ad-
ministrative expenses, and program oper-
ation overhead involved. The Secretary shall
develop such a formula based upon a na-
tional average of such payments during the
cost reporting period that ended in 1993.

‘(ii) UPDATING TO THE FIRST COST REPORT-
ING PERIOD.—The Secretary shall update the
payment amount per FTE resident deter-
mined under clause (i) by the percentage in-
crease in the consumer price index during
the 12-month cost reporting period described
in such clause.

‘*(iii) AMOUNT FOR SUBSEQUENT COST RE-
PORTING PERIODS.—For each cost reporting
period, the approved payment amount per
FTE resident shall be equal to the amount
determined under this subparagraph for the
previous cost reporting period updated,
through the midpoint of the period, by pro-
jecting the estimated percentage change in
the consumer price index during the 12-
month period ending at that midpoint, with
appropriate adjustments to reflect previous
under- or over-estimations under this sub-
paragraph in the projected percentage
change in the consumer price index.

*(B) HEALTH CARE TRAINING INSTITUTION
PAYMENT AMOUNT PER RESIDENT.—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—The payment amount,
for a health care training institution's cost
reporting period shall be equal to the prod-
uct of—

*(I) the aggregate approved amount (as de-
fined in clause (ii)) for that period; and

**(II) the health care training institution's
medicare patient load (as defined in clause
(iii)) for that period.

‘(il) AGGREGATE APPROVED AMOUNT.—AS
used in clause (i), the term ‘aggregate ap-
proved amount' means, for a health care
training institution cost reporting period,
the product of—

**(I) the payment amount per FTE resident
amount (as determined under subparagraph
(A)) for that period;

*(1I) the weighted average number of FTE
(as determined under subparagraph (C)) in
the health care training institution's ap-
proved medical residency training programs
in that period.

**(iii) MEDICARE PATIENT LOAD.—As used in
clause (i), the term ‘medicare patient load’
means, with respect to a health care training
consortium's or a teaching hospital's cost re-
porting period, the fraction of the total num-
ber of inpatient-bed-days (as established by
the Secretary) during the period which are
attributable to patients with respect to
whom payment may be under part A. For the
purpose of this clause, for a health care
training consortium, the fraction of the
total number of inpatient-bed-days shall be
calculated using the inpatient bed days of
the teaching hospitals which are members of
the consortium.
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*(C) DETERMINATION OF FULL-TIME EQUIVA-
LENT RESIDENTS.—

*(i) RULES.—The Secretary shall establish
rules consistent with this subparagraph for
the computation of the number of FTE resi-
dents in an approved medical residency
training program.

“(i1) ADJUSTMENT FOR PART-YEAR OR PART-
TIME RESIDENTS.—Such rules shall take into
account individuals who serve as residents
for only a portion of a period with a hospital
or simultaneously with more than one hos-
pital,

“(iii) WEIGHTING FACTORS.—Subject to
clause (iv), such rules shall provide that, in
calculating the number of FTE residents in
an approved residency program for a resident
who is in the resident's initial residency pe-
riod—

“(I) with respect to each primary care resi-
dent in a primary care training program ap-
proved by the Administrator of the Health
Resources and Services Administration, the
weighting factor is 1.5;

*(IT) with respect to each nonprimary care
resident in a training program which is part
of a health care training consortia, approved
by the Administrator of the Health Re-
sources and Services Administration, the
weighting factor is 1.0; and

‘Y(III) with respect to each nonprimary care

resident in a training program that is not
part of a health care training consortia ap-
proved by the Administrator of the Health
Resources and Services Administration, the
weighting factor shall be the ratio of the
subspecialty total divided by the product of
the payment amount per FTE resident and
the total number of residents who do not
train in programs approved under section 753
of the Public Health Service Act as a pri-
mary care training program or a health care
training consortium.
The subspecialty total for purposes of sub-
clause (ITI) shall be the sum determined by
subtracting the amount of DME payments
that would be needed to provide reimburse-
ments for residents who train in programs
approved, under section 753 of the Public
Health Service Act as a primary care train-
ing program or a health care training con-
sortium from the amount of the DME
subfund.

‘{iv) FOREIGN MEDICAL GRADUATES RE-
QUIRED TO PASS FMGEMS EXAMINATION.—Such
rules shall provide that, in the case of an in-
dividual who is a foreign medical graduate,
the individual shall not be counted as a resi-
dent, unless—

‘(I) the individual
FMGEMS examination; or

‘Y(II) the individual has previously received
certification from, or has previously passed
the examination of, the Educational Com-
mission for Foreign Medical Graduates.

‘(v) COUNTING TIME SPENT IN OUTPATIENT
SETTINGS.—Such rules shall provide that
only time spent in activities relating to pa-
tient care shall be counted and that all the
time so spent by a resident under an ap-
proved medical residency training program
shall be counted towards the determination
of full-time eguivalency, without regard to
the setting in which the activities are per-
formed.

‘(D) ASSURANCES.—In disbursing DME pay-
ments from the Fund, the Secretary, shall
ensure that following:

‘(i) A teaching hospital receiving DME
payments from the Fund for its residents,
other than those residents that are part of a
health care training consortium, uses those
funds to support the training of medical resi-
dents.

has passed the
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“(i1) A health care training consortium re-
ceiving DME payments may use such funds,
at the sole discretion of such consortium, to
support the training of medical students and
medical residents to meet the training out-
come requirements as described under sec-
tion 753 of the Public Health Service Act.

*(iii) Assurances are obtained from the
health care training consortia or teaching
hospitals receiving such DME payments that
such entities will compensate the appro-
priate primary care residents at not less
than an amount that is 20 percent greater
than the compensation paid to other resi-
dents.

‘(E) COMPENSATION.—AS used in subpara-
graph (D)iii), the term ‘compensation’
means the total of salary, benefits, debt for-
giveness, and all other presentations pro-
vided to residents, both monetary and mate-
rial. Payments made to residents by a resi-
dency program either prior to or following
the actual period of residency shall also be
considered as compensation under this sec-
tion.

“(4) DETERMINATION AS TO FUNDING OF PRO-
GRAMS.—The Secretary shall, with respect to
weighting factors for primary care training
programs and health care training consortia
under paragraph (3), use only such weights
for programs or consortia approved by the
Administrator of the Health Resources and
Services Administration under section 753 of
the Public Health Service Act.

‘(5) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this sub-
section:

‘(A) APPROVED MEDICAL RESIDENCY TRAIN-
ING PROGRAM.—The term ‘approved medical
residency training program’' means a resi-
dency or other postgraduate medical train-
ing program in which participation may be
counted toward certification in a specialty
or subspecialty and includes formal post-
graduate training programs in geriatric med-
icine approved by the Secretary.

*(B) CONSUMER PRICE INDEX.—The term
‘consumer price index' refers to the
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consum-
ers (United States city average), as published
by the Becretary of Commerce.

*(C) DIRECT MEDICAL EDUCATION PAYMENTS;
DME.—The term ‘direct medical education
payments’ means payments to a health care
training institution that sponsors a resi-
dency program, to enable such institution to
provide—

*(i) resident and fellow stipends;

*(ii) the salaries of clinical faculty;

**(iii) administrative expenses; and

“(iv) reimbursement for overhead expenses
incurred for residency and fellowship physi-
cian training.

‘(D) FOREIGN MEDICAL GRADUATE.—The
term ‘foreign medical graduate’ means a
resident who is not a graduate of—

(i) a school of medicine accredited by the
Liaison Committee on Medical Education of
the American Medical Colleges (or approved
by such Committee as meeting the standards
necessary for such accreditation);

*(ii) a school of osteopathy accredited by
the American Osteopathic Association, or
approved by such Association as meeting the
standards necessary for such accreditation;
or

*(iii) a school of dentistry or podiatry that
is accredited (or meets the standards for ac-
creditation) by an organization recognized
by the Secretary for such purpose.

‘*(BE) FMGEMS EXAMINATION.—The term
‘FMGEMS examination' means parts I and II
of the Foreign Medical Graduate Examina-
tion in the Medical Sciences recognized by
the Secretary for this purpose,
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“(F) GENERALISTS.—The term ‘generalists’
means family physicians, general pediatri-
cians, and general internists.

‘(G) HEALTH CARE TRAINING CONSORTIUM.—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—Theé term ‘health care
training consortium' means a local, State, or
regional association approved by the Admin-
istrator of the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration under section 753 of the
Public Health Service Act, that includes at
least one school of medicine, teaching hos-
pital, and ambulatory training site, orga-
nized in a manner so that at least 50 percent
of the involved medical school's or schools’
graduates become primary care providers
during the year after such graduates com-
plete their residency training.

“(ii) AMBULATORY TRAINING SITES.—As used
in clause (i), the term ‘ambulatory training
sites’ includes health maintenance organiza-
tions, community health centers and feder-
ally qualified health centers, migrant health
centers, ambulatory offices or other appro-
priate educational and teaching sites as de-
termined by the Administrator of the Health
Resources and Services Administration.

‘(H) HEALTH CARE TRAINING INSTITUTION,—
The term ‘health care training institution’
means a teaching hospital or a health care
training consortium.

‘(I) INDIRECT MEDICAL EDUCATION PAY-
MENTS; IME.—The term ‘indirect medical
education payments’ means payments to
teaching hospitals to enable such hospitals
to pay the additional operating costs associ-
ated with the training of medical residents
under section 1886(d)}5)(B). Such payments
shall be referred to as ‘IME payments’.

*(J) INITIAL RESIDENCY PERIOD.—(i) The
term ‘initial residency period’ means the pe-
riod of board eligibility. Except as provided
in clause (ii), in no case shall the initial pe-
riod of residency exceed an aggregate period
of formal training of more than five years for
any individual. The initial residency period
shall be determined, with respect to a resi-
dent, as of the time the resident enters the
residency training program.

*(ii) Notwithstanding clause (i), a period,
of not more than two years, during which an
individual is in a geriatric residency or fel-
lowship program that meets such criteria as
the Secretary may establish, shall be treated
as part of the initial residency period, but
shall not be counted against any limitation
on the initial residency period.

*(K) PERIOD OF BOARD ELIGIBILITY.—

**(i) GENERAL RULE.—Subject to clauses (ii)
and (iii), the term ‘period of board eligi-
bility’ means, for a resident, the minimum
number of years of formal training necessary
to satisfy the requirements for initial board
eligibility in the particular specialty for
which the resident is training.

**(ii) APPLICATION OF DIRECTORY.—Except as
provided in clause (iii), the period of board
eligibility shall be such period specified in
the Directory of Residency Training Pro-
grams published by the Accreditation Coun-
cil on Graduate Medical Education.

*(iii) CHANGES IN PERIOD OF BOARD ELIGI-
BILITY.—If the Accreditation Council on
Graduate Medical Education, in its Direc-
tory of Residency Training Programs—

‘“(I) increases the minimum number of
years of formal training necessary to satisfy
the requirements for a specialty, above the
period specified in its 1993-1994 Directory,
the Secretary may increase the period of
board eligibility for that specialty, but not
to exceed the period of board eligibility spec-
ified in that later Directory; or

‘(II) decreases the minimum number of
years of formal training necessary to satisfy

July 13, 1993

the requirements for a specialty, below the
period specified in its 1993-1994 Directory,
the Secretary may decrease the period of
board eligibility for that specialty, but not
below the period of board eligibility specified
in that later Directory.

‘(L) PRIMARY CARE.—The term ‘primary
care’ means medical care that is character-
ized by the following elements:

*(i) First contact care for persons with un-
differentiated health care concerns.

‘(ii) Person-centered, comprehensive care
that is not organ or problem specific.

“(iii) An orientation toward the longitu-
dinal care of the patient.

“(iv) Responsibility for coordination of
other health services as they relate to the
patient's care.

‘(M) PRIMARY CARE COMPETENCIES.—The
term ‘primary care competencies’ means—

‘(i) health promotion and disease preven-
tion;

*(ii) the assessment or evaluation of com-
mon symptoms and physical signs;

*(iii) the management of common acute
and chronic medical conditions, including
behavioral conditions; or

*(iv) the identification and appropriate re-
ferral for other needed health care services.

“(N) PRIMARY CARE PROVIDERS.—The term
‘primary care providers’ means generalists
and obstetrician/gynecologists, nurse practi-
tioners, and physician assistants who utilize
the primary care competencies to deliver
primary care.

*(0) PRIMARY CARE RESIDENTS.—The term
‘primary care residents’ means medical resi-
dents in primary care training programs.

‘“(P) PRIMARY CARE TRAINING PROGRAMS,—
The term ‘primary care training programs’
means—

‘(i) all family practice residency pro-
grams; and

“(i1) residency programs for primary care
providers that are approved by the Adminis-
trator of the Health Resources and Services
Administration in accordance with section
753 of the Public Health Service Act.”.

(b) IME PAYMENTS.—Subparagraph (B) of
section 1886(d)(5) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 1395ww(d)(5)(B)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
inserting ‘(IME payments under subsection
(h)), from the IME subfund established in
subsection (h),” after “medical education,”;
and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new clause:

*(v) In determining the additional pay-
ment amount, the Secretary shall reduce the
amount of IME payments to teaching hos-
pitals for a hospital cost reporting period by
an appropriate across-the-board percentage,
in order to maintain IME subfund budget
neutrality if—

“I) such payments for resident provided
services are projected to increase during the
hospital cost reporting period; or

‘(IT) the amount of such subfund is reduced
in accordance with subsection (h)(1)(C).".
SEC. 103. APPROVAL OF PRIMARY CARE AND

HEALTH CARE CONSORTIUM PRO-
GRAMS FOR GME PAYMENTS.

Part C of title VII of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 293j et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“SEC. 753. APPROVAL OF PRIMARY CARE AND
HEALTH CARE CONSORTIUM PRO-
GRAMS FOR GME PAYMENTS.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—

“(1) REQUIREMENTS. —The Secretary, acting
through the Administrator of the Health Re-
sources and Services Administration, shall,
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for purposes of section 1886(h) of the Social
Security Act—

“(A) establish criteria, based upon program
curricula, that shall be utilized to determine
which residencies in pediatrics, internal
medicine, and obstetrics and gynecology
shall be approved as primary care training
programs;

*(B) approve primary care training pro-
grams, using the criteria established in para-
graph (2); and

**(C) approve health care training consor-
tium in accordance with paragraph (2).

*(2) TRANSITION.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—During the period end-
ing on June 30, 1997, a health care training
consortium shall be approved if the consor-
tium demonstrates that not less than 50 per-
cent of the filled residency program posi-
tions of such consortium are in primary care
training programs.

*(B) 1997-2001.—During the period begin-
ning July 1, 1997, through June 30, 2001, a
health care training consortium shall be ap-
proved if the consortium demonstrates that
not less than 50 percent of the filled resi-
dency program positions of such consortium
are in primary care training programs and
not less than 50 percent of the medical
school graduates from such health care
training consortium with respect to the year
involved enter primary care training pro-

ms.

**(C) PosT 2001.—For each annual period be-
ginning on July 1, 2001, health care training
consortium shall be approved if such consor-
tium demonstrates that not less than 50 per-
cent of the 1997 graduates, and each subse-
quent class of graduates, from the consor-
tium medical school or medical schools have
become primary care providers.

**(b) DEFINITIONS.—AS used in this section:

‘(1) GENERALISTS,—The term ‘generalists’
means family physicians, general pediatri-
cians, and general internists.

**(2) HEALTH CARE TRAINING CONSORTIUM.—

**(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘health care
training consortium' means a local, State, or
regional association approved by the Admin-
istrator of the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration that includes at least
one school of medicine, teaching hospital,
and ambulatory training site, organized in a
manner so that at least 50 percent of the in-
volved medical school's or schools' graduates
become primary care providers during the
year after such graduates complete their
residency training.

*(B) AMBULATORY TRAINING SITES.—AsS used
in subparagraph (A), the term ‘ambulatory
training sites’ includes health maintenance
organizations, community health centers
and federally qualified health centers, mi-
grant health centers, ambulatory offices or
other appropriate educational and teaching
sites as determined by the Administrator of
the Health Resources and Services Adminis-
tration.

*(3) PRIMARY CARE.—The term ‘primary
care’ means medical care that is character-
ized by the following elements:

*“(A) First contact care for persons with
undifferentiated health care concerns.

“{B) Person-centered, comprehensive care
that is not organ or problem specific.

*(C) An orientation toward the longitu-
dinal care of the patient.

‘(D) Responsibility for coordination of
other health services as they relate to the
patient’s care.

*(4) PRIMARY CARE COMPETENCIES.—The
term ‘primary care competencies’ means—

*(A) health promotion and disease preven-
tion;
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“(B) the assessment or evaluation of com-
mon symptoms and physical signs;

*(C) the management of common acute and
chronic medical conditions, including behav-
ioral conditions; or

*(D) the identification and appropriate re-
ferral for other needed health care services.

*(5) PRIMARY CARE PROVIDERS.—The term
‘primary care providers' means generalists
and obstetrician/gynecologists, nurse practi-
tioners, and physician assistants who utilize
the primary care competencies to deliver
primary care.

“(6) PRIMARY CARE RESIDENTS.—The term
‘primary care residents’ means medical resi-
dents in primary care training programs.

*(T) PRIMARY CARE TRAINING PROGRAMS.—
The term ‘primary care training programs’
means—

‘(A) all family practice residency pro-
grams; and

**(B) residency programs for primary care
providers that are approved by the Adminis-
trator of the Health Resources and Service
Administrator in accordance with this sec-
tion.™.

SEC. 104. HEALTH PROFESSIONS FUNDING FOR
NURSE PRACTITIONER AND PHYSI-
CIAN ASSISTANTS PROGRAMS.

(a) PHYSICIAN ASSISTANTS.—Section
750(d)(1) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 293n(d)(1)) is amended by striking *‘for
each of the fiscal years 1993 through 1995"
and inserting ‘‘for fiscal year 1993, $11,250,000
for fiscal year 1994, and such sums as may be
necessary for each of the fiscal years 1995
and 1996".

(b) NURSE PRACTITIONERS.—Section 822(d)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 296m(d)) is amended by
striking ‘‘for each of the fiscal years 1993 and
1994 and inserting ‘‘for fiscal year 1993,
$25,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and such sums
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal
years 1995 and 1996"".

SEC. 105. PRIMARY CARE DEMONSTRATION
GRANTS.

Part B of title III of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 243 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“SEC. 320A. PRIMARY CARE DEMONSTRATION
GRANTS.

‘(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary, act-
ing through the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration, shall award grants to
States or nonprofit entities to fund not less
than 10 demonstration projects to enable
such States or entities to evaluate one or
more of the following:

‘(1) State mechanisms, including changes
in the scope of practice laws, to enhance the
delivery of primary care by nurse practition-
ers or physician assistants.

‘Y(2) The feasibility of, and the most effec-
tive means to train subspecialists to deliver
primary care as primary care providers.

*'(3) State mechanisms to increase the sup-
ply or improve the distribution of primary
care providers.

*(b) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under this section a State or
nonprofit entity shall prepare and submit to
the Secretary an application at such time, in
such manner and containing such informa-
tion as the Secretary may require,

*(¢) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, $9,000,000 for fiscal
year 1994, and such sums as may be necessary
for each of the fiscal years 1995 through
1997.".

SEC. 106. HEALTH WORKFORCE OVERSIGHT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 301(a) of the

Health Professions Education Extension
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Amendments of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 295k note) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “and” at
the end thereof;

{2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period
and inserting **; and”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph:

*(3) maintain data bases concerning the
supply and distribution of, and postgraduate
training programs for, physicians and other
primary care providers in the United States
in order to make periodic recommendations
with respect to subparagraphs (D) and (E) of
paragraph (1).”.

(b) FINAL REPORT.—Section 301(j) of such
Act is amended—

(1) by striking *FINAL" in the subsection
heading; and

(2) by striking “final"'.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS,—
Section 301(k) of such Act is amended to read
as follows:

(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
maintain the data bases required under sub-
section (a)(3), and for other purposes author-
ized by this section, $8,000,000 for fiscal year
1994, and such sums as may be necessary for
each of the fiscal years 1995 through 1997."",
TITLE II-COMMUNITY HEALTH SERVICES

EXPANSION
SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF GRANT PROGRAM.

Subpart I of part D of title III of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“SEC. 330A. COMMUNITY-BASED PRIMARY
HEALTH CARE GRANT PROGRAM.

*(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish and administer a program to pro-
vide allotments to States to enable such
States to provide grants for the creation or
enhancement of community-based primary
health care entities that provide services to
low-income or medically underserved popu-
lations.

*(b) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amount avail-
able for allotment under subsection (h) for a
fiscal year, the Secretary shall allot to each
State an amount equal to the product of the
grant share of the State (as determined
under paragraph (2)) multiplied by such
amount available.

*/(2) GRANT SHARE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the grant share of a State shall be
the product of the need-adjusted population
of the State (as determined under subpara-
graph (B)) multiplied by the Federal match-
ing percentage of the State (as determined
under subparagraph (C)), expressed as a per-
centage of the sum of the products of such
factors for all States.

*(B) NEED-ADJUSTED POPULATION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), the need-adjusted population of a
State shall be the product of the total popu-
lation of the State (as estimated by the Sec-
retary of Commerce) multiplied by the need
index of the State (as determined under
clause (ii)).

*(ii) NEED INDEX.—For purposes of clause
(i), the need index of a State shall be the
ratio of—

“(I) the weighted sum of the geographic
percentage of the State (as determined under
clause (iii)), the poverty percentage of the
State (as determined under clause (iv)), and
the multiple grant percentage of the State
(as determined under clause (v)); to

*(ITI) the general population percentage of
the State (as determined under clause (vi)).
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“(iii) GEOGRAPHIC PERCENTAGE.—

‘“(I) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of clause
(ii)XI), the geographic percentage of the
State shall be the estimated population of
the State that is residing in nonurbanized
areas (as determined under subclause (II))
expressed as a percentage of the total non-
urbanized population of all States.

*(II) NONURBANIZED POPULATION.—For pur-
poses of subclause (I), the estimated popu-
lation of the State that is residing in non-
urbanized areas shall be one minus the ur-
banized population of the State (as deter-
mined using the most recent decennial cen-
sus), expressed as a percentage of the total
population of the State (as determined using
the most recent decennial census), multi-
plied by the current estimated population of
the State.

‘“(iv) POVERTY PERCENTAGE.—For purposes
of clause (ii)(I), the poverty percentage of
the State shall be the estimated number of
people residing in the State with incomes
below 200 percent of the income official pov-
erty line (as determined by the Office of
Management and Budget) expressed as a per-
centage of the total number of such people
residing in all States. ;

“(v) MULTIPLE GRANT PERCENTAGE.—For
purposes of clause (ii)(I), the multiple grant
percentage of the State shall be the amount
of Federal funding received by the State
under grants awarded under sections 329, 330,
and 340, expressed as a percentage of the
total amounts received under such grants by
all States. With respect to a State, such per-
centage shall not exceed twice the general
population percentage of the State under
clause (vi) or be less than one-half of the
States general population percentage.

‘(vi) GENERAL POPULATION PERCENTAGE.—
For purposes of clause (ii)II), the general
population percentage of the State shall be
the total population of the State (as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Commerce) ex-
pressed as a percentage of the total popu-
lation of all States.

*(C) FEDERAL MATCHING PERCENTAGE.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), the Federal matching percentage
of the State shall be equal to one, less the
State matching percentage (as determined
under clause (ii)).

‘(ii) STATE MATCHING PERCENTAGE.—For
purposes of clause (i), the State matching
percentage of the State shall be 0.25 multi-
plied by the ratio of the total taxable re-
source percentage (as determined under
clause (iii)) to the need-adjusted population
of the State (as determined under subpara-
graph (B)).

‘"(iii) TOTAL TAXABLE RESOURCE PERCENT-
AGE.—For purposes of clause (ii), the total
taxable resources percentage of the State
shall be the total taxable resources of a
State (as determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury) expressed as a percentage of the
sum of the total taxable resources of all
States.

*(3) ANNUAL ESTIMATES.—

*(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary of Com-
merce does not produce the annual estimates
required under paragraph (2)(B)(iv), such es-
timates shall be determined by multiplying
the percentage of the population of the State
that is below 200 percent of the income offi-
cial poverty line as determined using the
most recent decennial census by the most re-
cent estimate of the total population of the
State. Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the calculations required under this sub-
paragraph shall be made based on the most
recent 3-year average of the total taxable re-
sources of individuals within the State.
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*(B) DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.—Notwith-
standing subparagraph (A), the calculations
required under such subparagraph with re-
spect to the District of Columbia shall be
based on the most recent 3-year average of
the personal income of individuals residing
within the District as a percentage of the
personal income for all individuals residing
within the District, as determined by the
Secretary of Commerce.

*(4) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—A State that
receives an allotment under this section
shall make available State resources (either
directly or indirectly) to carry out this sec-
tion in an amount that shall equal the State
matching percentage for the State (as deter-
mined under paragraph (2)C)(ii)) divided by
the Federal matching percentage (as deter-
mined under paragraph (2)(C)).

*(¢) APPLICATION.—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive
an allotment under this section, a State
shall prepare and submit an application to
the Secretary at such time, in such manner,
and containing such information as the Sec-
retary may by regulation require.

*(2) ASSURANCES.—A State application sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall contain an
assurance that—

‘(A) the State will use amounts received
under its allotment consistent with the re-
quirements of this section; and

“(B) the State will provide, from non-Fed-
eral sources, the amounts required under
subsection (b}4).

*(d) USE oF FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The State shall use
amounts received under this section to
award grants to eligible public and nonprofit
private entities, or consortia of such enti-
ties, within the State to enable such entities
or consortia to provide services of the type
described in paragraph (2) of section 329(h) to
low-income or medically underserved popu-
lations.

*(2) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive
a grant under paragraph (1), an entity or
consortium shall—

“(A) prepare and submit to the administer-
ing entity of the State, an application at
such time, in such manner, and containing

such information as such administering en-

tity may require, including a plan for the
provision of services of the type described in
paragraph (3);

‘(B) provide assurances that services will
be provided under the grant at fee rates es-
tablished or determined in accordance with
section 330(e)(3)(F); and

*(C) provide assurances that in the case of
services provided to individuals with health
insurance, such insurance shall be used as
the primary source of payment for such serv-
ices.

**(3) SERVICES.—The services to be provided
under a grant awarded under paragraph (1)
shall include—

*(A) one or more of the types of primary
health services described in section 330(b)(1);

*(B) one or more of the types of supple-
mental health services described in section
330(b)(2); and

*(C) any other services determined appro-
priate by the administering entity of the
State.

**(4) TARGET POPULATIONS.—Entities or con-
sortia receiving grants under paragraph (1)
shall, in providing the services described in
paragraph (3), substantially target popu-
lations of low-income or medically under-
served populations within the State who re-
side in medically underserved or health pro-
fessional shortage areas, areas certified as
underserved under the rural health clinic
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program, or other areas determined appro-
priate by the administering entity of the
State, within the State.

**(5) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under
paragraph (1), the State shall—

*(A) give priority to entities or consortia
that can demonstrate through the plan sub-
mitted under paragraph (2) that—

**(i) the services provided under the grant
will expand the availability of primary care
services to the maximum number of low-in-
come or medically underserved populations
who have no access to such care on the date
of the grant award; and

“(ii) the delivery of services under the
grant will be cost-effective; and

“(B) ensure that an equitable distribution
of funds is achieved among urban and rural
entities or consortia.

‘(e) REPORTS AND AUDITS.—Each State
shall prepare and submit to the Secretary
annual reports concerning the State's activi-
ties under this section which shall be in such
form and contain such information as the
Secretary determines appropriate. Each such
State shall establish fiscal control and fund
accounting procedures as may be necessary
to assure that amounts received under this
section are being disbursed properly and are
accounted for, and include the results of au-
dits conducted under such procedures in the
reports submitted under this subsection.

() PAYMENTS.—

(1) ENTITLEMENT.—Each State for which
an application has been approved by the Sec-
retary under this section shall be entitled to
payments under this section for each fiscal
year in an amount not to exceed the State's
allotment under subsection (b) to be ex-
pended by the State in accordance with the
terms of the application for the fiscal year
for which the allotment is to be made.

“(2) METHOD OF PAYMENTS.—The Secretary
may make payments to a State in install-
ments, and in advance or by way of reim-
bursement, with necessary adjustments on
account of overpayments or underpayments,
as the Secretary may determine.

*(3) STATE SPENDING OF PAYMENTS,—Pay-
ments to a State from the allotment under
subsection (b) for any fiscal year must be ex-
pended by the State in that fiscal year or in
the succeeding fiscal year.

*(g) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘administering entity of the State’
means the agency or official designated by
the chief executive officer of the State to ad-
minister the amounts provided to the State
under this section.

“(h) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary shall use 50
percent of the amounts that the Secretary is
required to utilize under section 330B(h) in
each fiscal year to carry out this section.".
SEC. 202. PROGRAM TO PROVIDE FOR EXPANSION

OF FEDERALLY QUALIFIED HEALTH
CENTERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart I of part D of
title III of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 254b et seq.) (as amended by section
201) is further amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“SEC. 330B. PROGRAM TO PROVIDE FOR EXPAN-
SION OF FEDERALLY QUALIFIED
HEALTH CENTERS.

*(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
ACCESS PROGRAM.—From amounts appro-
priated under this section, the Secretary
shall, acting through the Bureau of Health
Care Delivery Assistance, award grants
under this section to federally qualified
health centers (hereafter referred to in this
section as ‘FQHCs’) and other entities and
organizations submitting applications under
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this section (as described in subsection (c))
for the purpose of providing access to serv-
ices for medically underserved populations
(as defined in section 330(b)(3)) or in high im-
pact areas (as defined in section 329(a)(5)) not
currently being served by a FQHC.

“(b) ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
award grants under this section to entities
or organizations described in this paragraph
and paragraph (2) which have submitted a
proposal to the Secretary to expand such en-

tities or organizations operations (including,

expansions to new sites (as determined nec-
essary by the Secretary)) to serve medically
underserved populations or high impact
areas not currently served by a FQHC and
which—

‘“(A) have as of the date of enactment of
this section, been certified by the Secretary
as a FQHC under section 1905(1)(2)(B) of the
Social Security Act;

‘“B) have submitted applications to the
Secretary to qualify as FQHCs under section
1905(1)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act; or

*(C) have submitted a plan to the Sec-
retary which provides that the entity or or-
ganization will meet the requirements to
qualify as a FQHC when operational.

**(2) NON-FQHC ENTITIES.—

“(A) ELIGIBILITY.—The Secretary shall also
make grants under this section to any public
or private nonprofit agency, or any health
care entity or organization which—

*(i) meets the requirements necessary to
gqualify as a FQHC, except the requirement
that such agency, entity, or organization has
a consumer majority governing board,

*(ii) has submitted a proposal to the Sec-
retary to provide those services provided by
a FQHC as defined in section 1905(1)2)(B) of
the Social Security Act, and

*(iii) is designed to promote access to pri-
mary care services or to reduce reliance on
hospital emergency rooms or other high cost
providers of primary health care services,

provided that the proposal described in
clause (ii) is developed by the agency, entity,
or organization (or such agencies, entities,
or organizations acting in a consortium in a
community) with the review and approval of
the Governor of the State in which such
agency, entity, or organization is located.

“(B) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide in making grants to entities or organi-
zations described in this paragraph that not
more than 10 percent of the funds provided
for grants under this section shall be made
available for grants to such entities or orga-
nizations.

*(c) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to
receive a grant under this section, a FQHC or
other entity or organization must submit an
application in such form and at such time as
the Secretary shall prescribe and which
meets the requirements of this subsection.

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—An application sub-
mitted under this section must provide—

“(AX1) for a schedule of fees or payments
for the provision of the services provided by
the entity or organization designed to cover
its reasonable costs of operations; and

“(ii) for a corresponding schedule of dis-
counts to be applied to such fees or pay-
ments, based upon the patient's ability to
pay (determined by using a sliding scale for-
mula based on the income of the patient),

*Y(B) assurances that the entity or organi-
zation provides services to persons who are
eligible for benefits under title XVIII of the
Social Security Act, for medical assistance
under title XIX of such Act, or for assistance
for medical expenses under any other public
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assistance program or private health insur-
ance program; and

**(C) assurances that the entity or organi-
zation has made and will continue to make
every reasonable effort to collect reimburse-
ment for services—

*(i) from persons eligible for assistance
under any of the programs described in sub-
paragraph (B); and

*(i1) from patients not entitled to benefits
under any such programs.

*(d) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amounts
awarded to a FQHC or other entity or organi-
zation under this section, funds may be used
for purposes of planning but may only be ex-
pended for the costs of—

‘'(A) assessing the needs of the populations
or proposed areas to be served,

“(B) preparing a description of how the
needs identified will be met; and

‘(C) development of an implementation
plan that addresses—

“(1) recruitment and training of personnel;
and

‘*(ii) activities necessary to achieve oper-
ational status in order to meet FQHC re-
quirements under 1905(1)(2)(B) of the Social
Security Act.

*'(2) RECRUITING, TRAINING, AND COMPENSA-
TION OF STAFF.—From the amounts awarded
to an entity or organization under this sec-
tion, funds may be used for the purposes of
paying for the costs of recruiting, training,
and compensating staff (clinical and associ-
ated administrative personnel (to the extent
such costs are not already reimbursed under
title XIX of the Social Security Act or any
other State or Federal program)) to the ex-
tent necessary to allow the entity or organi-
zation to operate at new or expanded exist-
ing sites.

**(3) FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT.—From the
amounts awarded to an entity or organiza-
tion under this section, funds may be ex-
pended for the purposes of acquiring facili-
ties and equipment but only for the costs
of—

“(A) construction of new buildings (to the
extent that new construction is found to be
the most cost-efficient approach by the Sec-
retary);

*(B) acquiring, expanding, or modernizing
existing facilities;

*(C) purchasing essential (as determined
by the Secretary) equipment; and

‘(D) amortization of principal and pay-
ment of interest on loans obtained for pur-
poses of site construction, acquisition, mod-
ernization, or expansion, as well as necessary
equipment.

**(4) SERVICES.—From the amounts awarded
to an entity or organization under this sec-
tion, funds may be expended for the payment
of services but only for the costs of—

*(A) providing or arranging for the provi-
sion of all services through the entity or or-
ganization necessary to qualify such entity
or organization as a FQHC under section
1905(1)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act;

*(B) providing or arranging for any other
service that a FQHC may provide and be re-
imbursed for under title XIX of the Social
Security Act; and

*(C) providing any unreimbursed costs of
providing services as described in section
330(a) to patients,

‘(e) PRIORITIES IN THE AWARDING OF
GRANTS.—

*(1) CERTIFIED FQHCs.—The Secretary shall
give priority in awarding grants under this
section to entities and organizations which
have, as of the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, been certified as a FQHC under section
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1905(1)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act and
which have submitted a proposal to the Sec-
retary to expand their operations (including
expansion to new sites) to serve medically
underserved populations for high impact
areas not currently served by a FQHC. The
Secretary shall give first priority in award-
ing grants under this section to those FQHCs
or other entities or organizations which pro-
pose to serve populations with the highest
degree of unmet need, and which can dem-
onstrate the ability to expand their oper-
ations in the most efficient manner.

“(2) QUALIFIED FQHCs.—The Secretary shall
give second priority in awarding grants to
entities and organizations which have sub-
mitted applications to the Secretary which
demonstrate that the entities or organiza-
tions will qualify as FQHCs under section
1905(1)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act before
they provide or arrange for the provision of
services supported by funds awarded under
this section, and which are serving or pro-
posing to serve medically underserved popu-
lations or high impact areas which are not
currently served (or proposed to be served)
by a FQHC.

‘(3) EXPANDED SERVICES AND PROJECTS.—
The Secretary shall give third priority in
awarding grants in subsequent years to those
FQHCs or other entities or organizations
which have provided for expanded services
and projects and are able to demonstrate
that such entities or organizations will incur
significant unreimbursed costs in providing
such expanded services.

‘() RETURN OF FUNDS TO SECRETARY FOR
CosTs REIMBURSED FROM OTHER SOURCES.—
To the extent that a FQHC or other entity or
organization receiving funds under this sec-
tion is reimbursed from another source for
the provision of services to an individual,
and does not use such increased reimburse-
ment to expand services furnished, to expand
areas served, to compensate for costs of un-
reimbursed services provided to patients, or
to promote recruitment, training, or reten-
tion of personnel, such excess revenues shall
be returned to the Secretary.

“{g) TERMINATION OF GRANTS.—

‘(1) FAILURE TO MEET FQHC REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to any en-
tity or organization that is receiving funds
awarded under this section and which subse-
quently fails to meet the requirements to
qualify as a FQHC under section 1905(1)(2)(B)
of the Social Security Act or is an entity or
organization that is not required to meet the
requirements to qualify as a FQHC under
section 19056(1%2)B) of the Social Security
Act but fails to meet the requirements of
this section, the Secretary shall terminate
the award of funds under this section to such
entity or organization.

*(B) NOTICE.—Prior to any termination of
funds under this section to an entity or orga-
nization, the entity or organization shall be
entitled to 60 days' prior notice of termi-
nation and, as provided by the Secretary in
regulations, an opportunity to correct any
deficiencies in order to allow the entity or
organization to continue to receive funds
under this section.

“(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Upon any termi-
nation of funding under this section, the Sec-
retary may (to the extent practicable)—

“(A) sell any property (including equip-
ment) acquired or constructed by the entity
or organization using funds made available
under this section or transfer such property
to another FQHC, except that the Secretary
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shall reimburse any costs which were in-
curred by the entity or organization in ac-
quiring or constructing such property (in-
cluding eguipment) which were not sup-
ported by grants under this section; and

*(B) recoup any funds provided to an en-
tity or organization terminated under this
section. 2

*(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $600,000,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1994 through 1998."".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall become effec-
tive with respect to services furnished by a
federally qualified health center or other
qualifying entity or organization described
in this section beginning on or after the date
of enactment of this Act.

TITLE III—EXPANDING THE SUPPLY OF
HEALTH PROFESSIONALS IN RURAL
AREAS

SEC. 301. EXPANSION OF

SERVICE CORPS.

Section 338H(b) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 254q(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “‘and such
sums’ and all that follows through the end
thereof and inserting **$120,000,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1993 through 2000.”"; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and
(B) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec-
tively; and

(B) by inserting before subparagraph (B)
(as so redesignated) the following new sub-
paragraph:

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount appro-
priated under paragraph (1) for each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall utilize 25 percent of
such amount to carry out section 338A and 75
percent of such amount to carry out section
338B."".

SEC. 302. TAX INCENTIVES FOR PRACTICE IN

RURAL AREAS.

(a) NONREFUNDABLE CREDIT FOR CERTAIN
PRIMARY HEALTH SERVICES PROVIDERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to nonrefund-
able personal credits) is amended by insert-
ing after section 25 the following new sec-
tion:

“SEC. 25A. wf HEALTH SERVICES PROVID-

NATIONAL. HEALTH

“(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of
a qualified primary health services provider,
there is allowed as a credit against the tax
imposed by this chapter for any taxable year
in a mandatory service period an amount
equal to the product of—

(1) the lesser of—

*(A) the number of months of such period
occurring in such taxable year, or

*(B) 36 months, reduced by the number of
months taken into account under this para-
graph with respect to such provider for all
preceding taxable years (whether or not in
the same mandatory service period), multi-
plied by

*(2) $1,000 ($500 in the case of a qualified
primary health services provider who is a
physician assistant or a nurse practitioner).

*(b) QUALIFIED PRIMARY HEALTH SERVICES
PROVIDER.—For purposes of this section, the
term ‘qualified primary health services pro-
vider’ means any physician, physician assist-
ant, or nurse practitioner who for any month
during a mandatory service period is cer-
tified by the Bureau to be a primary health
services provider who—

*(1) is providing primary health services—

*(A) full time, and
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*(B) to individuals at least 80 percent of
whom reside in a rural health professional
shortage area,

“(2) is not receiving during such year a
scholarship under the National Health Serv-
ice Corps Scholarship Program or a loan re-
payment under the National Health Service
Corps Loan Repayment Program,

*(3) is not fulfilling service obligations
under such Programs, and

**(4) has not defaulted on such obligations,

“(¢) MANDATORY SERVICE PERIOD.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘mandatory
service period’ means the period of 60 con-
secutive calendar months beginning with the
first month the taxpayer is a qualified pri-
mary health services provider.

*(d) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For
purposes of this section—

“(1) BUREAU.—The term ‘Bureau' means
the Bureau of Health Care Delivery and As-
sistance, Health Resources and Services Ad-
ministration of the United States Public
Health Service.

*Y(2) PHYSICIAN.—The term ‘physician’ has
the meaning given to such term by section
1861(r) of the Social Security Act.

*(3) PHYSICIAN ASSISTANT; NURSE PRACTI-
TIONER.—The terms ‘physician assistant' and
‘nurse practitioner' have the meanings given
to such terms by section 1861(aa)3) of the
Social Security Act.

“(4) PRIMARY HEALTH SERVICES PROVIDER.—
The term ‘primary health services provider’
means a provider of primary health services
(as defined in section 330(b)(1) of the Public
Health Service Act).

**(5) RURAL HEALTH PROFESSIONAL SHORTAGE
AREA.—The term ‘rural health professional
shortage area' means—

“(A) a rural health professional shortage
area (as defined in section 332(a)(1)(A) of the
Public Health Service Act) in a rural area (as
determined under section 1886(d)(2)(D) of the
Social Security Act), or

*“(B) an area which is determined by the
Secretary of Health and Human Services as
equivalent to an area described in subpara-
graph (A) and which is designated by the Bu-
reau of the Census as not urbanized.

*(C) a community that is certified as un-
derserved by the Secretary for purposes of
participation in the rural health clinic pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act.

*‘(e) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT.—

(1) I¥ GENERAL.—If, during any taxable
year, there is a recapture event, then the tax
of the taxpayer under this chapter for such
taxable year shall be increased by an amount
equal to the product of—

*(A) the applicable percentage, and

“(B) the aggregate unrecaptured credits al-
lowed to such taxpayer under this section for
all prior taxable years.

*(2) APPLICABLE RECAPTURE PERCENTAGE,—

*(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the applicable recapture percentage
shall be determined from the following table:

“If the recapture The applicable

event occurs dur- recapture

ing: percentage is:
Months 1-24 .............. 100
Months 25-36 ............. 75
Months 37-48 ............. 50
Months 49-60 ............. 25
Months 61 and there-
AILer oiiviiiinen ; 0.

*(B) TIMING.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), month 1 shall begin on the first
day of the mandatory service period.

*(3) RECAPTURE EVENT DEFINED.—

‘'(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘recapture event' means
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the failure of the taxpayer to be a qualified
primary health services provider for any
month during any mandatory service period.

*(B) CESSATION OF DESIGNATION.—The ces-
sation of the designation of any area as a
rural health professional shortage area after
the beginning of the mandatory service pe-
riod for any taxpayer shall not constitute a
recapture event.

*(C) SECRETARIAL WAIVER.—The Secretary
may waive any recapture event caused by ex-
traordinary circumstances.

‘(4) NO CREDITS AGAINST TAX.—Any in-
crease in tax under this subsection shall not
be treated as a tax imposed by this chapter
for purposes of determining the amount of
any credit under subpart A, B, or D of this
part.”.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to section 25 the following new item:

“Sec. 25A. Primary health services provid-
ers.”.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(b) NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE CORPS LOAN
REPAYMENTS EXCLUDED FROM GROSS IN-
COME.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B of
chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to items specifically excluded
from gross income) is amended by redesig-
nating section 136 as section 137 and by in-
serting after section 135 the following new
section:

“SEC. 136. NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE CORPS
LOAN REPAYMENTS.

‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—Gross income shall
not include any qualified loan repayment.

*(b) QUALIFIED LOAN REPAYMENT.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘qualified
loan repayment’ means any payment made
on behalf of the taxpayer by the National
Health Service Corps Loan Repayment Pro-
gram under section 338B(g) of the Public
Health Service Act.”,

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(3) of section 338B(g) of the Public Health
Service Act is amended by striking “‘Federal,
State, or local” and inserting ‘‘State or
local”.

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part III of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended by striking the item relating to
section 136 and inserting the following:

“Sec. 136. National Health Service Corps
loan repayments.

‘**Sec. 137. Cross references to other Acts.'.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to pay-
ments made under section 338B(g) of the
Public Health Service Act after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(c) EXPENSING OF MEDICAL EQUIPMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 179 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to election to
expense certain depreciable business assets)
is amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (1) of subsection
(b) and inserting the following:

*(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—

“(A) GENERAL RULE.—The aggregate cost
which may be taken into account under sub-
section (a) for any taxable year shall not ex-
ceed $10,000.

‘(B) RURAL HEALTH CARE PROPERTY.—In
the case of rural health care property, the
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aggregate cost which may be taken into ac-
count under subsection (a) for any taxable
year shall not exceed $25,000, reduced by the
amount otherwise taken into account under
subsection (a) for such year.”’; and

(B) by adding at the end of subsection (d)
the following new paragraph:

*/(11) RURAL HEALTH CARE PROPERTY.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘rural
health care property’ means section 179 prop-
erty used by a physician (as defined in sec-
tion 1861(r) of the Social Security Act) in the
active conduct of such physician's full-time
trade or business of providing primary
health services (as defined in section 330(b)(1)
of the Public Health Service Act) in a rural
health professional shortage area (as defined
in section 25A(d)(5)).".

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to prop-
erty placed in service in taxable years begin-
ning after the date of enactment of this Act.

(d) DEDUCTION FOR STUDENT LOAN PAY-
MENTS BY MEDICAL PROFESSIONALS PRACTIC-
ING IN RURAL AREAS.—

(1) INTEREST ON STUDENT LOANS NOT TREAT-
ED AS PERSONAL INTEREST.—Section 163(h)(2)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (defin-
ing personal interest) is amended by striking
“and” at the end of subparagraph (D), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (E) and inserting **, and"’, and by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new sub-
paragraph:

“(F) any qualified medical education inter-
est (within the meaning of subsection (k))."”.

(2) QUALIFIED MEDICAL EDUCATION INTEREST
DEFINED.—Section 163 of such Code (relating
to interest expenses) is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (k) as subsection (1) and by
inserting after subsection (j) the following
new subsection:

*(k) QUALIFIED MEDICAL EDUCATION INTER-
EST OF MEDICAL PROFESSIONALS PRACTICING
IN RURAL AREAS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (h)(2)(F), the term ‘gualified medical
education interest’ means an amount which
bears the same ratio to the interest paid on
qualified educational loans during the tax-
able year by an individual performing serv-
ices under a qualified rural medical practice
agreement as—

‘(A) the number of months during the tax-
able year during which such services were
performed, bears to

*(B) the number of months in the taxable
year.

*(2) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate
amount which may be treated as qualified
medical education interest for any taxable
year with respect to any individual shall not
exceed $5,000,

‘3) QUALIFIED RURAL MEDICAL PRACTICE
AGREEMENT.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
rural medical practice agreement’ means a
written agreement between an individual
and an applicable rural community under
which the individual agrees—

‘(i) in the case of a medical doctor, upon
completion of the individual's residency (or
internship if no residency is required), or

**(ii) in the case of a registered nurse, nurse
practitioner, or physician's assistant, upon
completion of the education to which the
qualified education loan relates,

to perform full-time.services as such a medi-
cal professional in the applicable rural com-
munity for a period of 24 consecutive
months. An individual and an applicable
rural community may elect to have the
agreement apply for 36 consecutive months
rather than 24 months.
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‘(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR COMPUTING PERI-
0DS8.—An individual shall be treated as meet-
ing the 24 or 36 consecutive month require-
ment under subparagraph (A) if, during each
12-consecutive month period within either
such period, the individual performs full-
time services as a medical doctor, registered
nurse, nurse practitioner, or physician's as-
sistant, whichever applies, in the applicable
rural community during 2 of the months in
such 12-consecutive month period. For pur-
poses of this subsection, an individual meet-
ing the requirements of the preceding sen-
tence shall be treated as performing services
during the entire 12-month period.

‘(C) APPLICABLE RURAL COMMUNITY.—The
term ‘applicable rural community' means—

*(i) any political subdivision of a State
which—

*(I) has a population of 5,000 or less, and

“(II) has a per capita income of $15,000 or
less, or

**(ii) an Indian reservation which has a per
capita income of $15,000 or less.

‘(4) QUALIFIED EDUCATIONAL LOAN.—The
term ‘qualified educational loan' means any
indebtedness to pay qualified tuition and re-
lated expenses (within the meaning of sec-
tion 117(b)) and reasonable living expenses—

*(A) which are paid or incurred—

‘(i) as a candidate for a degree as a medi-
cal doctor at an educational institution de-
scribed in section 1T0(b)(1) A)ii), or

*(i1) in connection with courses of instruc-
tion at such an institution necessary for cer-
tification as a registered nurse, nurse practi-
tioner, or physician's assistant, and

*(B) which are paid or incurred within a
reasonable time before or after such indebt-
edness is incurred.

“(6) RECAPTURE.—If an individual fails to
carry out a qualified rural medical practice
agreement during any taxable year, then—

“(A) no deduction with respect to such
agreement shall be allowable by reason of
subsection (h)(2)(F) for such taxable year and
any subsequent taxable year, and

‘(B) there shall be included in gross in-
come for such taxable year the aggregate
amount of the deductions allowable under
this section (by reason of subsection
(h)(2)(F)) for all preceding taxable years.

**(6) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the terms ‘registered nurse’, ‘nurse
practitioner’, and ‘physician’s assistant’
have the meaning given such terms by sec-
tion 1861 of the Social Security Act.”.

(3) DEDUCTION ALLOWED IN COMPUTING AD-
JUSTED GROSS INCOME.—Section 62(a) of such
Code is amended by inserting after para-
graph (13) the following new paragraph:

*‘(14) INTEREST ON STUDENT LOANS OF RURAL
HEALTH PROFESSIONALS.—The deduction al-
lowable by reason of section 163(h)(2)XF) (re-
lating to student loan payments of medical
professionals practicing in rural areas).”.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

TITLE IV—-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 401. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Unless specifically provided otherwise, this
Act and the amendments made by this Act
shall become effective on the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

SUMMARY OF S. 1215

The purpose of this legislation is to in-
crease the number of primary care providers
in order to improve the nation's health care
access and contain health care spending. In
addition, this legislation would draw pri-

15389

mary care providers into rural underserved
areas.
KEY COMPONENTS

Medicare graduate medical education pay-
ments [GME] are modified to increase the
number of primary care providers by estab-
lishing three different per-resident payment
categories and eliminating GME payments
for fellowship specialty training.

Primary care residency programs receive a
150 percent GME payment for each of their
residents and reimburse their residents 20
percent more than specialty residents as an
incentive for medical students to enter pri-
mary care.

Community-based training of residents is
encouraged through the formation of medi-
cal training consortia composed of medical
schools, ambulatory training facilities, and
teaching hospitals. Each consortium receives
its GME payments to produce 50 percent pri-
mary care providers from the consortium
medical school(s) and may use the GME
funds at the medical school(s) as well as the
residency training sites.

To encourage the formation of the consor-
tium, specialty residency training positions
affiliated with a consortium receive a 100
percent GME payment while other specialty
programs receive an annually calculated
lower amount.

In order to meet the short-term for pri-
mary care providers, Public Health Service
funding for nurse practitioner and physician
assistant education is increased.

States are encouraged to develop innova-
tive ways to improve primary care through a
primary care state demonstration grant pro-
gram which evaluates the feasibility of re-
training specialists as primary care provid-
ers and tests state mechanisms to enhance
the delivery of primary care by nurse practi-
tioners or physician assistants.

A new program in the Public Health Serv-
ice is created to expand the number of com-
munity health clinics and other federally
qualified clinics. Under this new program,
regulations which inhibit the formation of
these clinics in rural areas are removed.

The supply of primary care providers in
rural areas would be expanded through in-
creasing national health service corps fund-
ing and providing a variety of tax credits and
deductions for such providers.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION
General Background

Consensus is growing in the health care
and medical education communities that
changes are needed in the way the United
States trains doctors and other health pro-
fessionals. Specifically, many are calling for
changes in the financing of medical edu-
cation to increase the production of primary
care providers including physicians, nurse
practitioners, and physician assistants.

The present system of health education
has helped to produce a physician oversupply
and to create an imbalance between sub-
specialists and primary care providers. These
two problems are generally acknowledged to
be a force behind high medical costs, as well
as the shortage of providers in underserved
areas

Background on Current Financing of Graduate
Medical Education

Currently, the biggest federal involvement
in graduate medical education (GME) occurs
through the Medicare program, which pays
$5 billion annually to teaching hospitals to
help them underwrite the cost of residency
training. In addition, the Public Health
Service currently allocates over $270 million
to primary care residencies and allied
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health, nursing, and medical schools. But,
compared to Medicare GME, these funds are
thought to have limited impact on the cur-
rent supply and specialty-mix of the physi-
cian work force.

A serious problem in the current Medicare
- GME system is that payments are made to
teaching hospitals on a blanket, per-resident
and per-institution basis. As such, hospitals
often administer residency positions to meet
hospital service needs rather than commu-
nity needs. Furthermore, hospitals transfer
only a limited amount of money to commu-
nity-based ambulatory care sites where most
generalists receive their training.

Under the current Medicare GME system,
funds are provided to teaching hospitals in
two ways: First, Medicare provides direct
medical education (DME) funding on a per-
resident basis for the cost of stipends, fac-
ulty salaries, administrative expenses, and
overhead. Second, Medicare also provides in-
direct medical education [IME] funding to
pay for extra service costs incurred by teach-
ing hospitals when residents treat Medicare
patients. Medicare currently spends $1.2 bil-
lion annually for DME and $3.6 billion for
IME, for a total of about $5 billion annually.

I. Primary Care Provider Education

Goal: Increase the number of primary care
providers in order to improve the nation’s
health care access and contain health care
spending through changes in Medicare GME
and Public Health Service health professions
training funding.

A. Medicare GME Weighting

1. Weight primary care residents as 1.5
FTE for the purposes of calculating DME
payments. Health care training institutions
receiving such payments shall pay primary
care residents 20 percent more than nonpri-
mary care residents. Such weighting and pri-
mary care residency payments should in-
crease the number of quality training pro-
grams and provide short-term incentives for
medical students to enter primary care.

2. Weight all nonprimary care residents af-
filiated with health care training consortia
as 1.0 FTE for the purposes of DME pay-
ments. Maintaining the 1.0 FTE weight for
nonprimary care residents in consortia
should help induce the formation of such en-
tities. (See description of consortia below
under B(1).)

3. Annually calculate a weight for all non-
primary care residents not affiliated with a
health care training consortia to maintain
DME budget neutrality. As payments for pri-
mary care and health care training consortia
increase, this weight would eventually be-
come 0, and thus, the number of specialty
training programs subsidized by Medicare
DME would decrease. As a result, the current
overproduction of specialists would decline.

4. Eliminate the .5 FTE weight Medicare
currently applies to fellowship training posi-
tions. Such specialist physicians are cur-
rently in oversupply.

B. Expand Ambulatory Training Experiences

1. Begin DME payments to health care
training consortia. Such consortia would be
composed of medical school(s), teaching hos-
pitals, and community-based ambulatory
training sites (i.e., physicians offices or com-
munity and rural health clinics). The DME
payments would be used by a consortium, at
its sole discretion, to meet an outcome re-
quirement of producing 50 percent primary
care providers from the consortium medical
school(s). In addition to increasing commu-
nity-based ambulatory experiences, such
consortia would lead to changes in the medi-
cal school environment which would influ-
ence medical students to enter primary care.
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2. Require teaching hospitals which receive
DME payments to account for the use of
those funds for residency programs. Cur-
rently, many teaching hospitals which re-
ceive DME payments for their primary care
programs do not transfer those funds to such
programs. As such, primary care training
programs often receive insufficient financial
support.

3. Allow teaching hospitals to receive DME
funding for training received by their resi-
dents in nonhospital-owned community-
based training facilities such as rural health
clinics and private physicians’ offices. Resi-
dents trained in such settings have a greater
tendency to practice in rural and other
undeserved areas.

C. Other GME Changes

1. Establish a national average DME pay-
ment. For historical reasons, DME payments
vary by hospital. As such, many residency
programs may be overfunded, while others
are underfunded.

2. Maintain GME budget neutrality by es-
tablishing a common GME fund with sepa-
rate DME and IME subfunds. Transfer funds
from the Medicare part A and part B trust
funds in an amount equal to 1993 funding ad-
justed for inflation. In addition, protect the
funding base for per-resident DME payments
by increasing the DME fund, as needed, to
cover the primary care and health care con-
sortia weights, through a transfer of
amounts from the IME subfund. As a result,
teaching hospitals would be discouraged
from increasing the number of their spe-
cialty training programs because IME serv-
ice payments would decrease as the number
of specialty training positions increase. Fur-
thermore, protection of the DME funding
base for primary care should encourage the
formation of such positions.

3. Approve health care consortia and pri-
mary care training programs to receive in-
creased DME weights. Based upon their cur-
ricula, the Health Resources and Services
Administration, which currently oversees
federal government health professions fund-
ing for primary care training programs,
would approve primary care programs. HRSA
would also approve health care training con-
sortia, if such consortia train 50 percent pri-
mary care providers.

D. Nurse Practitioner and Physician
Assistant Funding

1. Increase authorized funding for nurse
practitioner and physician assistant training
programs under Title VII and Title VIII of
the Public Health Service Act. Increase the
authorized funding for physician assistant
programs to $11.25 million and for nurse
practitioner programs to $25 million.

E. Establish Primary Care Demonstration

Grants

1. Establish a $9 million demonstration
grant program for states and nonprofit enti-
ties to examine mechanisms to increase pri-
mary care. Grantees could examine one of
the following:

a. State mechanisms, including changes in
the scope of practice laws, to enhance the de-
livery of primary care by nurse practitioners
or physician assistants.

b. The feasibility of, and the most effective
means to train subspecialists to deliver pri-
mary care as primary care providers.

F. Council on Graduate Medical Education

1. In addition to its current responsibil-
ities, charge the Council on Graduate Medi-
cal Education to evaluate the changes cre-
ated by this act., Authorize $8 million for this
purpose.
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II. Community Health Services Expansion

Goal: Increase federally funded primary
care clinics in rural and other underserved
areas.

A. New federal funding will be allocated for
federally qualified health centers and com-
munity-based primary care clinics. Such
centers would include community health
centers and migrant health centers. In addi-
tion, rural health clinics, public health de-
partments, and other local entities would be
eligible to receive a portion of the $600 mil-
lion authorized amount. Such clinics would
not have to meet all of the requirements
which currently apply to the community
health center program.

II1. Expanding the Supply of Primary Care

Providers in Rural Areas

Goal: Provide financial incentives to draw
primary care providers into rural under-
served areas.

A. Significantly expand funding for the Na-
tional Health Service Corps, a program to
place doctors and other health professionals
in underserved areas, in exchange for schol-
arship or loan repayment assistance. Author-
ization is $120 million for each of the next
five years.

B. Allow a tax credit for physicians equal
to $1,000 a month for practice in a rural
health professions shortage area. Nurse prac-
titioners and physician assistants will be eli-
gible for a similar credit equal to $500 per
month.

C. Provide additional tax incentives for
rural practice including deductibility of Na-
tional Health Service Corps loan repay-
ments, the cost of basic medical equipment,
and up to $5,000 of student loan interest pay-
ments.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and
Mr. BURNS):

S. 1216. A bill to resolve the 107th me-
ridian boundary dispute between the
Crow Indian Tribe, the Northern Chey-
enne Indian Tribe, and the United
States and various other issues per-
taining to the Crow Indian Reserva-
tion; to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs. . '

CROW SETTLEMENT ACT
e Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send a
bill, the Crow Settlement Act, to the
desk and ask that it be printed in the
RECORD.

Last session, my colleague, Senator
BURNS, and I made a good faith promise
to the Crow Indian Tribe, a promise to
help settle a century-old dispute that
deprived the Crow Nation of 36,000
acres of land.

This land was promised by the Fed-
eral Government under the 1868 Fort
Laramie Treaty. Yet, before they had
the opportunity to begin settling upon
this land, a surveying error stole away
a significant piece of their reservation.
Now, over 100 years later, the Crow
Tribe is still seeking redress. It is time
to correct this error, to compensate
the Crow Tribe for what is rightfully
theirs.

The disputed land is in the southeast-
ern corner of Montana, north of the
Wyoming border, south of the Yellow-
stone River. Under the Fort Laramie
Treaty, the Crow Tribe's eastern
boundary was designated as the 107th
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meridian. Sixteen years later, the
Northern Cheyenne Reservation was
established with a western boundary as
the 107th meridian. The two tribes
lived as neighbors, sharing a common
boundary. But in 1889-91, a U.S. survey-
ing team erroneously drew the eastern
boundary of the Crow Reservation one-
fourth mile to the west. The Crow
Tribe lost 36,000 acres of their tribal
lands. Yet, this error was not discov-
ered until the 1950's.

Throughout the intervening 60 years,
patents to the minerals on these lands
were given out to the Northern Chey-
enne, Crow, and other holders. Almost
13,000 acres of the Crow Tribe's original
land has been settled by the Northern
Cheyenne Tribe.

Boundaries established by treaty
constitute a solemn promise to a tribe
by the U.S. Government, a promise of
land to be given to the tribe in perpetu-
ity. The land above, and the natural re-
sources below, belong to the tribe. No
one has the right to take away what is
legally the Crows.

Introduction of this bill is one more
step toward fixing a 100-year-old mis-
take. This bill is the product of lengthy
negotiations among the Crow and
Northern Cheyenne Tribes, Federal
agencies, and the State of Montana. It
provides a broad framework that may
hold the key to a final resolution of
this dispute. The bill has several provi-
sions to compensate the Crow Tribe for
the land they lost while not disrupting
the Northern Cheyenne who have set-
tled on the 13,000 acres they thought, in
good faith, was theirs.

Like so many bills introduced in this
body, this legislation is not a finished
product. It will almost certainly be re-
fined through both the Indian Affairs
and Energy and Natural Resources
Committees. But this bill is a step in
the right direction.

I believe this bill holds the promise
for an equitable settlement. This bill is
not perfect; and this process is far from
over. This legislation will seriously im-
pact the Crow, Northern Cheyenne, the
U.S. Government, and the people of
Montana. During the process, everyone
will have a chance to be heard.

Senator BURNS and I look forward to
working with all parties to bring this
issue to a close, to reverse the mis-
takes of history.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1216

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Crow Settle-
ment Act'.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
settle the dispute created by the Federal
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Government's erroneous survey of the east-
ern boundary of the Crow Indian Reservation
and to resolve various other issues pertain-
ing to the Crow Indian Reservation.

(b) FINDINGS.—

(1) Under the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1868
(15 Stat. 649), the eastern boundary of the
Crow Indian Reservation was established as
the 107th Meridian for approximately 90
miles from the Yellowstone River to the
boundary between Montana and Wyoming.

(2) Under 1884 and 1900 Executive orders,
the western boundary of the Northern Chey-

- enne Reservation was established as the

107th Meridian. The 107th Meridian is the
common boundary between the Crow and
Northern Cheyenne Reservations for approxi-
mately 25 miles.

(3) From 1889 through 1891, a survey was
conducted of the eastern boundary of the
Crow Reservation. Instead of following the
true 107th Meridian, the 1891 survey line
strayed to the west. As a result of the erro-
neous survey, approximately 36,164 acres
were excluded from the Crow Indian Reserva-
tion of which approximately 12,964 acres
were included in the Northern Cheyenne In-
dian Reservation. Vast deposits of low sul-
phur coal underlie the land excluded from
the Crow Indian Reservation including the
land included in the Northern Cheyenne In-
dian Reservation.

(4) The erroneous nature of the survey was
not discovered for several decades. Mean-
while, the areas along the 107th Meridian to
the north and south of the Northern Chey-
enne Indian Reservation were opened to set-
tlement in the late 1800’s and early 1900's.
Patents were issued to non-Indians and to
the State of Montana for most of the surface
land and a significant portion of the min-
erals in these areas between the 107th Merid-
ian and the erroneous 1891 survey line. The
12,964 acres erroneously included in the
Northern Cheyenne Reservation have been
treated as part of the Northern Cheyenne
Reservation and occupied by the Northern
Cheyenne Tribe, Northern Cheyenne
allottees and their successors in interest.

(5) Following the discovery of the erro-
neous 1891 survey line in the 1950's, bills to
resolve the 107th Meridian boundary dispute
were introduced in Congress in the 1960's and
1970’s, but no bill was enacted into law.

(6) In 1966, the United States completed
construction of Yellowtail Dam on the Crow
Indian Reservation as part of the Pick-Sloan
Missouri Basin Program. The Pick-Sloan
Missouri Basin Program also included the
Hardin Bench Irrigation Unit and other irri-
gation projects on the Crow Indian Reserva-
tion which have not yet been constructed.

(7) The operation of the Yellowtail
Afterbay Dam by the Bureau of Reclamation
has resulted in a significant water quality
problem on the Big Horn River within the
Crow Indian Reservation. Construction of a
power plant and related facilities at the ex-
isting Yellowtail Afterbay Dam will solve
that problem.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:

(1) The term *‘Crow Tribe" means the Crow
Tribe of Indians, the duly recognized govern-
ing body of the Crow Indian Reservation.

(2) The term ‘‘disputed area' means the
land, approximately 36,165 acres, including
the minerals, located between the 107th Me-
ridian and the 1891 survey line.

(3) The term ‘'‘1891 survey line’' means the
erroneous boundary line resulting from the
survey of the 107th Meridian which was com-
pleted in 1891.

(4) The term *“‘Northern Cheyenne Tribe’
means the Northern Cheyenne Tribe of Indi-
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ans, the duly recognized governing body of
the Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation.

(5) The term ‘‘107th Meridian boundary dis-
pute' means the dispute resulting from the
disparity between the locations of the 107th
Meridian and the 1891 survey line.

(6) The term *“parcel No. 1" means the
land, approximately 11,317 acres, including
all minerals, within the area bounded on the
south by the Montana/Wyoming border, on
the east by the 107th Meridian, on the north
by the extension to the west of the southern
boundary of the Northern Cheyenne Indian
Reservation and on the west by the 1891 sur-
vey line.

(T) The term ‘‘parcel No. 2" means the
land, approximately 12,964 acres, including
all minerals, within the area bounded on the
south by the extension to the west of the
southern boundary of the Northern Cheyenne
Indian Reservation, on the east by the 107th
Meridian, on the north by the extension to
the west of the northern boundary of the
Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation and
on the west by the 1891 survey line.

(8) The term ‘“parcel No. 3" means the
land, approximately 2,469 acres, including all
minerals, within the area bounded on the
south by the extension to the west of the
northern boundary of the Northern Cheyenne
Indian Reservation, on the east by the 107th
Meridian, on the north by the northern
boundary of the Crow Indian Reservation
and on the west by the 1891 survey line.

(9) The term ‘“‘parcel No. 4" means the
land, approximately 9,415 acres, including all
minerals, within the area bounded on the
south by the northern boundary of the Crow
Indian Reservation, on the east by the 107th
Meridian, on the north by the midpoint of
the Yellowstone River and on the west by
the 1891 survey line.

(10) The word ‘‘Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of the Interior.

(11) The term ‘“‘undisposed of coal” means
coal which has not been conveyed to private
parties or to the State of Montana by the
United States.

(12) The term ‘‘undisposed of land"™ means
surface land which has not been conveyed to
private parties or to the State of Montana by
the United States.

(13) The term ‘‘undisposed of oil, gas, coal
methane or other minerals' means oil, gas,
coal methane or other minerals except coal,
which have not been conveyed to private par-
ties or to the State of Montana by the Unit-
ed States.

SEC. 4. AUTHORITY TO SETTLE.

(a) CONTRACT WITH CrOwW TRIBE.—Subject
to the terms and conditions of this Act, the
Secretary shall enter into a contract with
the Crow Tribe providing for the settlement
of the 107th Meridian boundary dispute and
other issues pertaining to the Crow Indian
Reservation.

(b) CONTRACT WITH NORTHERN CHEYENNE
TRIBE.—Subject to the terms and conditions
of this Act, the Secretary shall enter into a
contract with the Northern Cheyenne Tribe
to resolve the issues with respect to the
property within parcel No. 2.

(c) ENFORCEMENT OF CONTRACTS.—The con-
tracts authorized in subsections (a) and (b)
shall be enforceable pursuant to subchapter
II of chapter 5 of title §, United States Code,
or, where the remedies available under that
Act do not provide adequate or complete re-
lief, pursuant to section 1505 of title 28, Unit-
ed States Code.

SEC. 5. TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF SETTLE-
MENT CONTRACTS.

(a) CROW/NORTHERN CHEYENNE SETTLE-

MENT.—The contracts with the Crow and
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Northern Cheyenne Tribes referred to in sec-
tion 4 shall include the following terms and
conditions with respect to the property with-
in parcel No. 2:

(1) The surface boundary between the Crow
and Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservations
shall be the 1891 survey line and the owner-
ship of the surface lands within parcel No. 2
shall be recognized as being vested in the
United States in trust for the sole use and
benefit of the Northern Cheyenne Tribe,
Northern Cheyenne allottees or their succes-
sors in interest or other persons whose
claims, rights, or interests are based on the
1891 survey line.

(2) With respect to the coal and other min-
erals within parcel No. 2 except for oil, gas,
and coal methane, the boundary between the
Crow and Northern Cheyenne Indian Res-
ervations shall be the 1891 survey line and
the ownership of such minerals shall be vest-
ed in the United States in trust for the sole
use and benefit of the Northern Cheyenne
Tribe.

(3) With respect to oil, gas, and coal meth-
ane within parcel No. 2, the boundary be-
tween the Crow and Northern Cheyenne In-
dian Reservations shall be the 107th Merid-
ian and the ownership of such oil, gas and
coal methane shall be vested in the United
States in trust for the sole use and benefit of
the Crow Tribe.

(4) The funds held in escrow by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs derived from the lands and
minerals within parcel No. 2, together with
all of the interest earned on such funds, shall
be divided equally between the Crow and
Northern Cheyenne Tribes and may be used
by each tribe for such purposes as it may de-
termine.

(5) A disclaimer and relinquishment by the
Crow Tribe of all right, title, claim or inter-
est in the land and minerals within parcel
No. 2 described in paragraphs (1) and (2), and
to one-half of the funds described in para-
graph (4), and a disclaimer and relinquish-
ment by the Northern Cheyenne Tribe of all
right, title, claim or interest in the minerals
within parcel No. 2 described in paragraph
(3), and to one-half of the funds described in
paragraph (4).

(6) A release by the Northern Cheyenne
Tribe of all persons and entities, including
the United States and the Crow Tribe, for
any and all liability arising out of the erro-
neous survey of the 107th Meridian, and a re-
lease by the Crow Tribe of all persons and
entities, including the United States and the
Northern Cheyenne Tribe, for any and all li-
ability arising from the erroneous survey of
the 107th Meridian.

(b) PROPERTY WITHIN PARCEL NOS. 1, 3 AND
4.—The contract with the Crow Tribe re-
ferred to in section 4 shall include the fol-
lowing terms and conditions with respect to
the property within parcel Nos. 1, 3 and 4:

(1) Title to the undisposed of coal within
parcel No. 1 shall be vested in the United
States in trust for the sole use and benefit of
the Crow Tribe and such coal shall be recog-
nized as part of the Crow Indian Reservation.

(2) Title to the undisposed of surface lands
within parcel Nos. 1, 3 and 4 shall be vested
in the United States in trust for the sole use
and benefit of the Crow Tribe and such land
shall be recognized as part of the Crow In-
dian Reservation. Notwithstanding the pre-
ceding provisions of this paragraph, the
State of Montana shall retain the same civil
and criminal authority over such lands in
Parcel No. 4 that it currently has over lands
restored to the Tribe under the Act of May
19, 1858, (72 Stat. 121).

(3) Title to the undisposed of oil, gas, coal
methane or other minerals within parcel
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Nos. 1, 3 and 4 shall be vested in the United
States in trust for the sole use and benefit of
the Crow Tribe and such minerals shall be
recognized as part of the Crow Indian Res-
ervation.

(4) A disclaimer and relinquishment by the
Crow Tribe of all right, title, claim or inter-
est in all the lands and minerals within par-
cel Nos. 1, 3 and 4, except for the rights, ti-
tles and interests recognized as beneficially
owned by the Crow Tribe in paragraphs (1),
(2) and (3).

(5) A release by the Crow Tribe of all per-
sons and entities, including the United
States, for any and all liability arising from
the erroneous survey of the 107th Meridian.

(c) EXCHANGE OF PUBLIC LANDS.—AS part of
the settlement of the 107th Meridian bound-
ary dispute with the Crow Tribe, the con-
tract with the Crow Tribe referred to in sec-
tion 4 shall include the following land ex-
change provisions:

(1) The Secretary shall negotiate with the
State of Montana for the purpose of exchang-
ing public lands within the State of Montana
for up to approximately 46,625 acres of State
trust lands within the Crow Indian Reserva-
tion and the disputed area. The value of the
public lands and State trust lands exchanged
pursuant to this provision shall be substan-
tially equal. The value of improvements on
such lands shall be given due consideration.
Lands exchanged shall be selected so that
the financial impact on local governments, if
any, will be minimized. The Secretary shall
provide such financial and other assistance
to the State of Montana as may be necessary
to obtain the appraisals and other adminis-
trative requirements necessary to accom-
plish this exchange. Upon the approval by
the Secretary and the State of Montana of
an exchange pursuant to this paragraph, the
Secretary is authorized to receive title to
such State trust lands involved in the ex-
change on behalf of the United States and to
transfer title to the public lands involved in
the exchange to the State of Montana by
such means of conveyance as the Secretary
deems appropriate. State trust lands ac-
quired pursuant to the exchange shall be
vested in the United States in trust for the
sole use and benefit of the Crow Tribe and
shall be deemed part of the Crow Indian Res-
ervation.

(2) If, for any reason, the exchange for all
or any portion of the State trust lands de-
scribed in paragraph (1) is not completed
within 5 years from the date of enactment of
this Act, at the request of and in cooperation
with the Crow Tribe, the Secretary shall de-
velop and implement a program to provide
the Crow Tribe with land in an amount suffi-
cient to make up the difference between the
value of all the State trust lands within the
Crow Indian Reservation and the disputed
area and the value of any State trust lands
exchanged and acquired pursuant to para-
graph (1). In carrying out this program, the
Secretary is authorized to transfer title to
public lands within the State of Montana to
the Crow Tribe and to exchange public lands
within the State of Montana for private
lands of substantially equal value within the
Crow Indian Reservation. The value of im-
provements on all such lands shall be given
due consideration. Title to the public lands
transferred pursuant to this paragraph, other
than by exchange, and to the private lands
acquired pursuant to this paragraph shall be
vested in the United States in trust for the
sole use and benefit of the Crow Tribe and
shall be deemed part of the Crow Indian Res-
ervation. Notwithstanding the preceding pro-
visions of this paragraph, the State of Mon-

July 13, 1993

tana shall retain civil and criminal author-
ity over the surface only of any such lands in
the event that any such lands are not contig-
uous to the existing Crow Reservation,
which authority shall not be exclusive.

(d) YELLOWTAIL AFTERBAY POWER PLANT.—
As part of the settlement of the 107th Merid-
ian boundary dispute with the Crow Tribe
and to bring the Federal Government’s oper-
ation of Yellowtail Afterbay Dam into com-
pliance with applicable water quality stand-
ards, the Secretary, subject to the availabil-
ity of funds, shall construct and operate a
power plant and bypass at the Yellowtail
Afterbay Dam. The cost of constructing such
power plant and bypass shall be non-
reimbursable. The Secretary, in consultation
and cooperation with the Secretary of En-
ergy and the Crow Tribe, is authorized to sell
or to make arrangements for the sale or
marketing of the power generated at the
Yellowtail Afterbay Dam to produce maxi-
mum revenues. Revenues from the sale of
power generated at that power plant shall
first be used to defray the costs incurred in
the operation, maintenance and repair of the
plant. The contract with the Crow Tribe re-
ferred to in section 4 of this Act shall pro-
vide that the remainder of the revenues from
the sale of such power shall be transferred to
the Crow Tribe and used for such purposes as
the Crow Tribe may determine, subject to
the Secretary's approval. Notwithstanding
the preceding sentence, the Crow Tribe, may,
in its discretion, elect to utilize any portion
of the power generated at the Yellowtail
Afterbay Dam in lieu of receiving the reve-
nues produced by the sale of that power.

(e) CROW TRIBAL TRUST FUND.—

(1) There is established in the Treasury of
the United States a revolving account to be
known as the “Crow Tribal Trust Account'.

(2) Amounts in the Crow Tribal Trust Ac-
count shall be available, without fiscal year
limitations, to the Secretary for distribution
to the Crow Tribe in accordance with section
6(b), and other provisions of this Act.

(3) The Crow Tribal Trust Account shall
consist of such amounts as are appropriated
to it in accordance with the authorizations
provided by this Act.

(4) As part of the settlement of the 107th
Meridian boundary dispute and other issues
pertaining to the Crow Indian Reservation,
in the contract with the Crow Tribe referred
to in section 4 of this Act, the Secretary, on
behalf of the United States, shall pay, from
moneys appropriated pursuant to this Act,
into the Crow Tribal Trust Account
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, and each of the
next following 9 fiscal years.

(f) ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO CROW
TRIBAL TRUST FUND.—In addition to the
amounts authorized to be appropriated in
subsection (e)(4), as part of the settlement of
the 107th Meridian boundary dispute and
other issues pertaining to the Crow Indian
Reservation, in the contract with the Crow
Tribe referred to in section 4 of this Act, the
Secretary, on behalf of the United States,
subject to the availability of moneys appro-
priated pursuant to this Act, shall pay the
following amounts into the Crow Tribal
Trust Account:

(1) Commencing with fiscal year 1994 and
each fiscal year thereafter, an amount which
shall be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable
and equal to the amounts of royalties re-
ceived and retained by the United States
during the previous fiscal year from the East
Decker, West Decker and Spring Creek coal
mines in the State of Montana for the life of
those mines, including any extensions of the
existing leases or expansions to adjacent or
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nearby coal deposits owned by the Federal
Government.

(2) Commencing with fiscal year 1994, and
each fiscal year thereafter, an amount,
which shall be nonreimbursable and non-
returnable, equal to the receipts from all de-
posits to the United States Treasury for the
preceding fiscal year from the sale of power
generated at Yellowtail Dam.

SEC. 6. ADMINISTRATION OF CROW TRIBAL
TRUST FUND.

(a) INVESTMENT.—AIl sums deposited in, ac-
cruing to and remaining in the Crow Tribal
Trust Account, shall be invested by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury in interest-bearing
deposits and securities in accordance with
the Act of June 24, 1938 (52 Stat. 1037, 25
U.S.C. 162a).

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF INTEREST.—Only the
interest received on moneys in the Crow
Tribal Trust Account shall be available for
distribution to the Crow Tribe, and then only
for use for education, land acquisition, eco-
nomic development, youth and elderly pro-
grams and other tribal purposes in accord-
ance with plans and budgets developed by
the Crow Tribe and approved by the Sec-
retary; except that, subject to the Sec-
retary's approval, up to 25 percent of the
moneys in the Crow Tribal Trust Account at
any time may be pledged by the Crow Tribe
as security for commercial loans for eco-
nomic development projects on or near the
Crow Indian Reservation. No part of any
moneys in the Crow Tribal Trust Account or
of the interest earned on moneys in the Crow
Tribal Account shall be distributed to mem-
bers of the Crow Tribe on a per capita basis.

(¢) INTEREST ADJUSTMENTS.—(1) If and to
the extent that any portion of the sums de-
scribed in section 5(e){4) are appropriated
after fiscal year 1994 and the following 9 fis-
cal years or in lesser amounts than provided
in section 5(e)(4), there shall be deposited in
the Crow Tribal Trust Fund, subject to ap-
propriations, in addition to the full contribu-
tions, adjustments representing the interest
income, as determined by the Secretary in
his sole discretion, that would have been
earned on any unpaid amounts had the
amounts authorized in section 5(e)4) been
appropriated in full at the beginning of each
fiscal year for fiscal years 1994 through 2003.

(2) If and to the extent that any portion of
the sums described in sections 5(f)(1) and
5(f}(2) are appropriated and deposited in the
Crow Tribal Trust Fund more than 60 days
after the close of the preceding fiscal year or
in lesser amounts than provided in those
subsections, there shall be deposited in the
Crow Tribal Trust Fund, subject to appro-
priations, in addition to the full contribu-
tions, adjustments representing the interest
income, as determined by the Secretary in
his sole discretion, that would have been
earned on any unpaid amounts had the
amounts authorized in sections 5(f)(1) and
5(f)(2) been appropriated and deposited in full
in a timely manner.

SEC. 7. CROW IRRIGATION PROJECT.

At such time as the settlement contract
between the Crow Tribe and the Secretary
becomes effective, the anthority of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation to construct and oper-
ate the Hardin Bench, Little Horn, Custer
Bench, Wyola, Benteen Flat, Battlefield and
Crow Irrigation Projects on the Crow Indian
Reservation as part of the Pick-Sloan Mis-
souri River Basin Program is revoked; except
that nothing in this Act shall affect the re-
served water rights appurtenant to any lands
within the Crow Indian Reservation.

SEC. 8. ELIGIBILITY FOR OTHER SERVICES NOT
AFFECTED.

No payments pursuant to this Act shall re-
sult in the reduction or denial of any Federal
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services or programs to the Crow Tribe, the
Northern Cheyenne Tribe or any of their
members, to which they are entitled, or eli-
gible because of their status as federally rec-
ognized Indian tribes or members of such
tribes. No payments pursuant to this Act
shall be subject to Federal or State income
tax.

SEC. 9. EXCHANGES OF LAND AND MINERALS.

Subject to the Secretary's approval, the
Crow Tribe is authorized to exchange any of
the Crow Tribe's land or minerals within the
disputed area recognized or obtained pursu-
ant to paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section
5(b), or paragraph (1) of section 5(c) or any of
the Crow Tribe's land obtained pursuant to
paragraph (2) of section 5(c) for other land or
minerals of substantially equivalent value
within the Crow Indian Reservation. Lands
or minerals received by the tribe in such ex-
change shall be considered to be vested in
the United States in trust for the sole use
and benefit of the Crow Tribe and a part of
its reservation. Lands and minerals received
by a non-Indian in such exchange shall be
considered to be owned in fee.

SEC. 10. EFFECTIVENESS CONTRACTS.

The contracts entered into by the Crow
Tribe and the Northern Cheyenne Tribe pur-
suant to this Act providing for the settle-
ment of the 107th Meridian dispute and other
issues pertaining to the Crow Indian Res-
ervation shall not take effect until the con-
tracts are approved and executed in accord-
ance with the requirements and procedures
set forth in each tribe’s constitution.

SEC. 11. APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be required to implement
the provisions of this Act.e

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself,
Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. SASSER,
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. DoDD, Mr. FEINGOLD,
Mr. KERRY, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
PELL, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. Moy-
NIHAN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. HEF-
LIN, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. BURNS,
Mr. CoATS, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
PRESSLER, Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. GLENN, Mr. DOLE,
Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
METZENBAUM, Mr. MATHEWS,
Mr., SIMON, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr.
MURKOWSKI, Mr. MACK, Mr.
REID, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LOTT, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BUMP-
ERS, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. EXON,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. FORD, Mr.

INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.

PRYOR, and Mr. SARBANES):

S.J. Res. 111. A joint resolution to
designate August 1, 1993, as ‘“Helsinki
Human Rights Day''; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

HELSINKI HUMAN RIGHTS DAY

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Commission on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe, also
known as the Helsinki Commission, I
am pleased to introduce today, to-
gether with several of my colleagues, a
joint resolution to authorize and re-
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quest the President to designate Au-
gust 1, 1993, as ‘‘Helsinki Human Rights
Day."

On August 1, 1975, the leaders of 35
countries gathered in Helsinki to sign
the final act of the Conference on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe [CSCE],
also referred to as the Helsinki ac-
cords. This agreement launched a dy-
namic process which has contributed to
the positive changes which have oc-
curred in Europe in recent year. The
Final Act, the seminal document of
this process, covers major aspects of
East-West relations, including military
security, trade, economic cooperation,
environment, scientific and cultural
exchanges, as well as human rights and
fundamental freedoms.

Membership in CSCE has grown sig-
nificantly in light of sweeping political
developments in Europe, including the
demise of the Soviet Union and the
former Yugoslavia. Today, 53 countries
are participants in the CSCE process—
51 Eurasian States, Canada, and the
United States.

Human rights remains the corner-
stone of the CSCE process. The partici-
pating States have recognized that
human rights and fundamental free-
doms are the birthright of all human
beings and that protection and pro-
motion of these rights is the first re-
sponsibility of government. The CSCE
remains firmly committed to human
rights, democracy, and the rule of law,
and has encouraged peaceful change
through free and fair elections.

Over the years, the CSCE has in-
spired individuals and groups to speak
out on behalf of those denied their
human rights. It has also served as a
useful forum in which individual
human rights cases could be raised.
Hundreds of political prisoners have
been released and thousands of families
reunited as a result of pressure brought
to bear within the framework of the
Helsinki process. It has also been suc-
cessful in chipping away at the barriers
which artificially divided Europe for
decades. We can be proud of our record
of strong support for the CSCE.

Today, Europe is attempting to liber-
ate itself from the legacy of the past,
though problems persist. Of particular
concern is the threat posed by ethnic
strife in Nagorno-Karabakh, Moldova,
the former Yugoslavia, and elsewhere.
The CSCE can play an instrumental
role in addressing this issue and others
which have serious consequences for
the future of Europe. In addition, it
can further contribute to the political
and economic transition taking place
in much of East-Central Europe and
the former Soviet Union.

The resolution we introduce today
reaffirms our commitment to the Hel-
sinki Accords and the vital importance
of respect for human rights and fun-
damental freedoms in advancing secu-
rity and cooperation in Europe.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support the timely adoption of this
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joint resolution and ask unanimous
consent that the text of the joint reso-
lution be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S.J. REs. 111

Whereas August 1, 1993, is the 18th anniver-
sary of the signing of the Final Act of the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE) (hereafter referred to as the
“‘Helsinki Accords’');

Whereas the participating States have de-
clared that “‘the protection and promotion of
human rights and fundamental freedoms and
the strengthening of democratic institutions
continue to be a wvital basis for our com-
prehensive security'’;

Whereas the participating States have de-
clared that ‘‘respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms, including the rights
of persons belonging to national minorities,
democracy, the rule of law, economic lib-
erty, social justice, and environmental re-
sponsibility are our common aims'';

Whereas the participating States have ac-
knowledged that “there is still much work
to be done in building democratic and plural-
istic societies, where diversity is fully pro-
tected and respected in practice";

Whereas the war in Bosnia-Hercegovina
has resulted in organized, systematic, and
premeditated war crimes and genocide and
threatens stability and security in Europe,

Whereas growing ethnic tensions, civil un-
rest, and egregious human rights violations
in several of the newly admitted CSCE
states, most notably in Tajikistan, are re-
sulting in significant violations of CSCE
commitments; and

Whereas the CSCE has contributed to posi-
tive developments in Europe by promoting
and furthering respect for the human rights
and fundamental freedoms of all individuals
and groups and provides an appropriate
framework for the further development of
such rights and freedoms and genuine secu-
rity and cooperation among the participat-
ing States: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. HELSINKI HUMAN RIGHTS DAY.

(a) DESIGNATION.—August 1, 1993, the 18th
anniversary of the signing of the Final Act
of the Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe, is designated as ‘‘Helsinki
Human Rights Day".

(b) PROCLAMATION.—The President is au-
thorized and requested to issue a proclama-
tion reasserting America's commitment to
full implementation of the human rights and
humanitarian provisions of the Helsinki Ac-
cords, urging all signatory States to abide by
their obligations under the Helsinki Accords,
and encouraging the people of the United
States to join the President and Congress in
observance of Helsinki Human Rights Day
with appropriate programs, ceremonies, and
activities.

(c) HuMAN RiGHTS.—The President is re-
quested to convey to all signatories of the
Helsinki Accords that respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms continues
to be a vital element of further progress in
the ongoing Helsinki process; and to develop
new proposals to advance the human rights
objectives of the Helsinki process, and in so
doing to address the major problems that re-
main,

SEC. 2. TRANSMITTAL.

The Secretary of State is directed to trans-

mit copies of this joint resolution to the Am-
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bassadors or representatives to the United
States of the other 52 Helsinki signatory
States.

e Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today as a cosponsor of the Senate
joint resolution designating August 1,
1993 as ‘“Helsinki Human Rights Day.”
As a past Chairman and as the ranking
Republican Senator on the Commission
on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
better known as the Helsinki Commis-
sion, I have been, and I remain, a dedi-
cated advocate of human rights and for
the principles enunciated in the Hel-
sinki accords and subsequent Helsinki
process documents. Accordingly, it is a
pleasure for me once again to cospon-
sor this annual resolution.

It would be more of a pleasure if the
human rights principles set forth in
the Helsinki accords and subsequent
documents were being faithfully re-
spected in and by all participating
states. Clearly, this is not now the
case.

The most dramatic violations of
human rights have occurred and are
still occurring in the former Yugo-
slavia. In fact, the brutal violation of
human rights has been so widespread
and flagrant that the United Nations
has authorized the creation of an inter-
national war crimes tribunal for the
first time since the end of World War II
to try those accused of committing war
crimes during the course of the Yugo-
slav conflict.

The Yugoslav situation is different in
kind from the problems the Helsinki
process faced when I served as Chair-
man in the mid-1980's. Then, our task
was to press the Soviet Union and its
Warsaw Pact allies to respect the com-
mitments they made when they signed
the Helsinki accords. While difficult,
this was a task we knew how to accom-
plish. Through unrelenting public di-
plomacy and adroit private diplomacy,
we made gains and had a real positive
impact.

In fact, many of the leaders of the
new Eastern European democracies
have publicly acknowledged that our
work helped them when they were per-
secuted dissidents, and helped keep
alive hope of eventual liberation from
Communist domination. In short, I be-
lieve that the Helsinki process was a
substantial factor in the moral defeat
of communism.

Once communism’s moral authority
was destroyed, so was its political le-
gitimacy. After that, all that was left
inside the hollow shell of the Com-
munist utopian dream was the machin-
ery of totalitarian oppression and a
fundamentally flawed economic sys-
tem, grinding down to collapse.

The Bosnia and Herzegovina chapter
of the Yugoslav conflict is different
from that situation in almost every
important way. The principal violators
of human rights are not the organs of
an established totalitarian state, work-
ing to keep its subjects under control.
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In contrast, in the former Yugoslavia,
the worst violators, to the extent that
media reports are accurate, appear not
to be army or police forces of any of
the successor states to the Yugoslav
Republic. Instead, they appear to be
loosely organized ethnic militias, the
worst of which are reportedly no more
than organized criminal gangs operat-
ing under the color of virulent ethnic
partisanship in or on the edges of zones
controlled by their sponsoring states’
more formally organized forces.

Of course, the sponsoring states
claim they do not control the militias,
which allegedly arose spontaneously to
defend their homes and families in the
intercommunal war now raging there.
They claim they do not contenance or
participate in the abuses we've all seen
reported in the media. I do not believe
their claims.

Serbia, in its drive to achieve its
cherished goal, the creation of Greater
Serbia, has, in my judgment, by far the
most blood on its hands. The media
have done an outstanding job—a job
the international community has not
taken on with anything like the vigor
it deserves—of documenting the atroc-
ities and outrages committed in the
guise of ethnic cleansing. I believe Ser-
bian President Milosevic and his cro-
nies are at least morally responsible
for the policy of ethnic cleansing, and
should be held legally respomnsible for
crimes committed to advance that pol-
icy.

I am deeply disappointed that the
world community has chosen not to lift
the arms embargo against Bosnia and
Herzegovina and that this administra-
tion has backed away from its strike-
and-lift position. I believe that, with
dynamic leadership, we could have con-
vinced our European allies that some-
thing needed to be done forcefully to
stop the Bosnian horror.

Now, the world has accepted the re-
sults of the ethnic cleansing of
Bosnia’s Moslems and is prepared to
ratify the results of this genocidal
campaign through an internationally
sanctioned peace settlement between
the parties in conflict. I find this ab-
horrent.

In fact, I will predict that the inter-
national community is repeating a his-
toric mistake—appeasing a conqueror
because it is too hard to confront him.
Slobodan Milosevic will not be deterred
from creating Greater Serbia by world
acceptance of the dismemberment by
armed force of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
In fact, it will merely encourage him.

If the world would not come to the
armed assistance of Bosnia, a declared
and internationally recognized inde-
pendent state, how will the world re-
spond to pleas for help from Kosovo, a
province of Serbia, when its ethnically
Albanian majority, which comprises
approximately 90 percent of the popu-
lation, is drivem from its homes or
killed by ultranationalist Serbs? The
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United States will find itself in a par-
ticularly difficult position. President
Bush declared that the United States
would not accept the ethnic cleansing
of Kosovo, and President Clinton has
declared his agreement with that state-
ment of U.S. policy.

Once the world tolerates genocide
and ratifies the facts on the ground
these war crimes created, it is hard to
find a circumstance that would drive
the world to consensus in support of
armed intervention in Kosovo to halt
more ethnic cleansing. Then, the Unit-
ed States could be left either to inter-
vene unilaterally, a task that is becom-
ing more difficult with every closed
base and disestablished military unit,
or to find words to retreat from a pol-
icy we won't back with military force.

The world community appears to be
treating the negotiations to finally end
the Bosnian conflict—son-of-Vance-
Owen—as the end of the Yugoslav con-
flict. They appear to believe that once
the disputes between the Moslems,
Croats, and Serbs are settled in and
around Bosnia, the world can relax.

I believe this is a mistake. I believe
that the conflict will not be over until
either Greater Serbia is established by
force, or Serbia is militarily defeated
and the war criminals are apprehended,
tried, convicted, and punished. How-
ever historically justified the Serbians
may believe their aspirations to a
Greater Serbia are, in fact they are
nothing more than a pretext for con-
quest and genocide. If the world does
not condemn these conquests, and
forcefully punish those who committed
crimes to ethnically cleanse the con-
quered territories, much more blood
will be spilled in the Balkans.

Unfortunately, the CSCE can do lit-
tle more than send observers to af-
fected areas. The tools we used against
the Soviets and their allies in the mid-
1980’s, public diplomacy and private
pressure, don't appear to apply here—
people actively engaged in genocide
don't embarrass or pressure easily. We
can't shame them before the world
community and threaten to cut off
trade and other international inter-
course with them. In this case, because
of the conflict, the United Nations has
already authorized almost every pos-
sible step short of armed attack on
Serbia, and it has not stopped them.

Now, the Serbs have refused to renew
the mandate for CSCE observers to re-
main in Kosovo and has said that it
wants them out. They have not yet
left. I believe the CSCE signatory
states should make as public an effort
as possible to press Serbia to renew the
observers’ mandate. Once they are
gone, one of the few remaining bar-
riers, flimsy as it is, to the ethnic
cleansing of Kosovo will be removed,
and the Balkans will be one step closer
to a wider war.

I spoke earlier this year on the con-
sequences a wider Balkan war could
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have for the United States. The con-
sequences are all bad. Rather than
whistling past the Balkan graveyard,
as we are doing with son-of-Vance-
Owen, we should be actively and very
publicly working to prevent an ex-
panded war.

One of the lessons of this situation
for the new administration is that
Teddy Roosevelt was right—we should
“speak softly and carry a big stick.”
As the new administration’s defense
budget cuts whittle our big stick
smaller and smaller, we have to speak
louder and louder in international af-
fairs to get our point across. As the
new administration cuts U.S. military
capabilities, it also cuts the credibility
of our diplomacy when we must deal
with the world’s bullies and aggressors.

Our performance so far in the Yugo-
slav tragedy does not inspire inter-
national confidence. We have taken po-
sitions and then fallen off of them. We
have not been able to persuade our tra-
ditional allies to follow our lead. I be-
lieve that we could regain some of the
ground we have lost by taking a more
resolute approach to preventing an ex-
panded Balkan war.

The Helsinki process can help the
parties to the conflict return to peace-
ful relations with each other. However,
because the present situation is one of
armed conflict, the consensus-based
Helsinki process cannot operate well.
Once the conflict is over, and the par-
ties see that they must live as neigh-
bors again, the principles of the Hel-
sinki accords and related documents
provide useful guides for moving from
war to a more durable peace.

Mr. President, because of the sad and
violent context of this year’s Helsinki
Human Rights Day, I believe that it is
all the more necessary for us to pro-
claim our continued devotion to the
cause of human rights and our contin-
ued support for the Helsinki process. I
urge my colleagues to join in support
and vote for this resolution.e

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

s.12

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, his
name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of
S. 12, a bill to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to make grants to States
and local governments for the con-
struction of projects in areas of high
unemployment, and for other purposes.

s. 21

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the
names of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
GLENN], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoOBB], the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
ROTH], and the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 27, a bill to authorize the
Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity to estab-
lish a memorial to Martin Luther King,
Jr., in the District of Columbia.

8.0

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the

name of the Senator from Michigan

15395

[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 70, a bill to reauthorize the National
Writing Project, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 103
At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a co-
sponsor of 8. 103, a bill to fully apply
the rights and protections of Federal
eivil rights and labor laws to employ-
ment by Congress.
S. 106
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Kansas [Mrs.
KASSEBAUM] was added as a cosponsor
of 8. 106, a bill to modernize the United
States Customs Service.
S. 185
At the request of Mr. GLENN, the
name of the Senator from New York
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 185, a bill to amend title 5,
United States Code, to restore to Fed-
eral civilian employees their right to
participate voluntarily, as private citi-
zens, in the political processes of the
Nation, to protect such employees from
improper political solicitations, and
for other purposes.
S. 208
At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. DORGAN] and the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] were
added as cosponsors of S. 208, a bill to
reform the concessions policies of the
National Park Service, and for other
purposes.
S, 289
At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S,
289, a bill to amend section 118 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide for certain exceptions from rules
for determining contributions in aid of
construction, and for other purposes.
S. 340
At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. KERREY] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 340, a bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to clar-
ify the application of the Act with re-
spect to alternate uses of new animal
drugs and new drugs intended for
human use, and for other purposes.
S. 401

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. FEINGOLD] and the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] were added as
cosponsors of S. 401, a bill to amend
title 23, United States Code, to delay
the effective date for penalties for
States that do not have in effect safety
belt and motorcycle helmet safety pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

S. a7

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the

name of the Senator from Washington
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[Mrs. MURRAY] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 427, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to permit pri-
vate foundations to use common in-
vestment funds.

S. 487

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
ROBB] was added as a cosponsor of S.
487, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to permanently extend
and modify the low-income housing tax
credit.

S, 519

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 519, a bill to reduce Fed-
eral budget deficits by prohibiting fur-
ther funding of the Trident II ballistic
missile program.

S. 520

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 520, a bill to prohibit the
expenditure of appropriated funds on
the advanced solid rocket motor pro-
gram.

S. 573

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BENNETT], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. BUMPERS], and the Senator from
Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] were added as
cosponsors of 8. 573, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide for a credit for the portion of em-
ployer social security taxes paid with
respect to employee cash tips.

8. 575

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 5§75, a bill to amend the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970 to improve the provisions of such
act with respect to the health and safe-
ty of employees, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 802

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. RIEGLE] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 802, a bill to require the President
to seek to obtain host nation payment
of most or all of the overseas basing
costs for forces of the Armed Forces of
the United States in such nation, to
limit the use of funds for paying over-
seas basing costs for U.S. forces, and
for other purposes.

8.

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. BOXER] was added as a cosponsor
of 8. 823, a bill to amend the National
Wildlife Refuge System Administration
Act of 1966 to improve the management
of the National Wildlife Refuge Sys-
tem, and for other purposes.

8, 920

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the

name of the Senator from Colorado
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[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 920, a bill to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to simplify the
delivery of student loans to borrowers
and eliminate borrower confusion; to
provide a variety of repayment plans,
including income contingent repay-
ment through the EXCEL account, to
borrowers so that they have flexibility
in managing their student loan repay-
ment obligations, and so that those ob-
ligations do not foreclose community
service-oriented career choices for
those borrowers; to replace, through an
orderly transition, the Federal Family
Education Loan Program with the Fed-
eral Direct Student Loan Program; to
avoid the unnecessary cost, to tax-
payers and borrowers, and administra-
tive complexity associated with the
Federal Family Education Loan Pro-
gram through the use of a direct stu-
dent loan program; and for other pur-
poses.
S. 937
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the name of the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] was added as a
cosponsor of 8. 937, a bill to provide for
a l-year delay in the applicability of
certain regulations to certain munici-
pal solid waste landfills under the Solid
Waste Disposal Act.
8. 085
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the
names of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. BoND] and the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] were added as
cosponsors of S. 985, a bill to amend the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act with respect to minor
uses of pesticides, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1037
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. DopD] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1037, a bill to amend the Civil Rights
Act of 1991 with respect to the applica-
tion of such act.
S. 1083
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. LUGAR] and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. BAucUs] were added as
cosponsors of S. 1063, a bill to amend
the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 to clarify the treat-
ment of a qualified football coaches
plan.
8. 1151
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name
of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
WALLOFP] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1151, a bill to facilitate the flow of
credit to small business by easing cer-
tain regulatory burdens on depository
institutions, to require analysis of such
burdens and their effectiveness, and for
other purposes.
S. 1210
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a co-
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sponsor of S. 1210, a bill to amend the
Agriculture Act of 1949 to require the
Secretary of Agriculture to make pre-
vented planting disaster payments for
wheat, feed grains, upland cotton, and
rice under certain circumstances, and
for other purposes.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 35
At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
AKAKA], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. BOREN], the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. BROWN], the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. CoATs], the Senator from
Maine [Mr. COHEN], the Senator from
New York [Mr. D’AMAaTO], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI], the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN], the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN],
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
HoLLINGS), the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
KEMPTHORNE], the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. LEVIN], the Senator from
Florida [Mr. MACK], the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. PACKWoOD], the Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. SARBANES], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. SASSER], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], and
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. WAR-
NER] were added as cosponsors of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 35, a joint resolu-
tion to designate the month of Novem-
ber 1993, and the month of November
1994, each as ‘‘National Alzheimer’s
Disease Month.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 50
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. BRYAN], the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. SASSER], and the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 50, a joint resolution to des-
ignate the weeks of September 19, 1993,
through September 25, 1993, and of Sep-
tember 18, 1994, through September 24,
1994, as ‘*National Rehabilitation
Week.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 81
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. BIDEN], the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], and the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 91, a joint resolution des-
ignating October 1993 and October 1994
as ‘““National Domestic Violence
Awareness Month."”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 92
At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
names of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
GLENN], the Senator from California
[Mrs. BoXER], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. SASSER], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Senator
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from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG], the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
MURKOWSKI], the Senator from Mary-
land [Ms. MIKULSKI], the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON],
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN],
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
BRADLEY], the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator
from Montana [Mr. BAucUs], the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. MACK], the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS],
the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
BRrROWN], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CraiGc], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER], the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DoDD],
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
KoHL], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. CAMPBELL], the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
BYRD], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. McCAIN], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN], the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON],
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WAL-
LOP], and the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
KEMPTHORNE] were added as cosponsors
of Senate Joint Resolution 92, a joint
resolution to designate both the month
of October 1993 and the month of Octo-
ber 1994 as “National Down Syndrome
Awareness Month,”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 84

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the
names of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HATCH], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
HATFIELD], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN], and the Senator from Col-
orado [Mr. BROWN] were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 94,
a joint resolution to designate the
week of October 3, 1993, through Octo-
ber 9, 1993, as ‘‘National Customer
Service Week."”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 97

At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. MURKOWSKI], the Senator from Ar-
izona [Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN], the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dopp], the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. LIEBERMAN], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. NUNN], the Senator from
Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN], the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. DoLE], the
Senator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSE-
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BAUM], the Senator from Maine [Mr.
COHEN], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. BonD], the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. KERREY], the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Senator
from New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SPECTER], the Senator from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER],
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SAs-
SER], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HaTcH], the Senator from Washington
[Mr. GORTON], the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. KoHL], and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 97, a joint resolution to
commemorate the sesquicentennial of
the Oregon Trail.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 93

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the
names of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
GLENN], the Senator from Illinois [Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE], the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM],
the Senator from Montana [Mr. BAU-
cus], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
PrYOR], the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. RoTH], the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. PACKWOOD], the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS], the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. DobD], the Senator
from Montana [Mr. BURNS], the Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE],
and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
GRrAMM] were added as cosponsors of
Senate Joint Resolution 99, a joint res-
olution designating September 9, 1993,
and April 21, 1994, each as ‘‘National
D.A.R.E. Day.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 102

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER],
the Senator from New York [Mr. MoY-
NIHAN], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. FORD], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INOUYE], the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. GLENN], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. NUNN], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. SARBANES], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. PRYOR], the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHN-
STON], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
AKAKA], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
BRYAN], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN], the Senator from Mary-
land [Ms. MIKULSKI], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. DoODD], the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON],
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the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN], the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY],
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID],
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
KoHL], the Senator from Maine [Mr.
COHEN], the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. THURMOND], the Senator from
Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN-
BERGER], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. DOMENICI], the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. CoATS], the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE],
the Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AMATO], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN], the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER], the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
KEMPTHORNE], the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. PACKWoOD], and the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. BOND] were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
102, a joint resolution to designate the
months of October 1993 and October
1994 as “‘Country Music Month."

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 24

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 24, a concurrent resolution con-
cerning the removal of Russian troops
from the independent Baltic States of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 30

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
REID] was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 30, a concur-
rent resolution congratulating the
Anti-Defamation League on the cele-
bration of its 80th anniversary.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 31

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name
of the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
BIDEN] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 31, a
concurrent resolution concerning the
emancipation of the Iranian Baha'i
community.

SENATE RESOLUTION 128

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] was added as a
cosponsor of Senate Resolution 128, a
resolution expressing the sense of the
Senate regarding the protection to be
accorded United States copyright-
based industries under agreements en-
tered into pursuant to the Uruguay
Round of trade negotiations.
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

HATCH ACT REFORM ACT

ROTH AMENDMENT NO. 563

Mr. ROTH proposed an amendment to
the bill (S. 185) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to restore Federal civilian
employees their right to participate
voluntarily, as private citizens, in the
political processes of the Nation, to
protect such employees from improper
political solicitations, and for other
purposes; as follows:

On page 20, strike lines 2 through 10 and in-
sert:

“An employee or individual who violates
section 7323 or T324 of this title shall be re-
moved from his position, and funds appro-
priated for the position from which removed
thereafter may not be used to pay the em-
ployee or individual. However, if the Merit
System Protection Board finds by unani-
mous vote that the violation does not war-
rant removal, a penalty of not less than 30
days’ suspension without pay shall be im-
posed by direction of the Board.”.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for my col-
leagues and the public that a hearing
has been scheduled before the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 318, the Outer
Continental Shelf Deep Water Royalty
Relief Act and S. 727, the California
Ocean Protection Act of 1993.

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, August 3, at 9:30 a.m. in room SD-
366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing, First and C Streets, NE., Washing-
ton, DC.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the printed hearing record should
send their comments to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S.
Senate, Washington, DC 20510, Atten-
tion: Heather Hart.

For further information, please con-
tact Lisa Vehmas of the committee
staff at 202-224-7555.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL SERVICES, POST

OFFICE, AND CIVIL SERVICE

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Subcommit-
tee on Federal Services, Post Office,
and Civil Service, of the Committee on
Governmental Affairs, will hold a hear-
ing on July 14, 1993, to hear different
perspectives, from Federal employees
and others on the recurring problems
with bureaucracy, rising costs, inflexi-
bility, and over reliance on private
contractors of the Federal Govern-
ment.

The hearing is scheduled for 9:30
a.m., in room 342 of the Dirksen Senate
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Office Building. For further informa-
tion, please contact Kim Weaver, sub-
committee counsel, on 224-2254.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT MANAGEMENT

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management,
Committee on Governmental Affairs,
will hold a hearing on S. 885, a bill to
modify congressional restrictions, on
gifts, on Monday, July 19, 1993, at 2
p.m. in room 342 of the Dirksen Senate
Office Building.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Committee
on Indian Affairs will be holding a
hearing on Thursday, July 15, 1993, be-
ginning at 9:30 a.m. in 485 Russell Sen-
ate Office Building on the nomination
of Ada Deer to be Assistant Secretary
for Indian Affairs, U.S. Department of
the Interior.

Those wishing additional information
should contact the Select Committee
on Indian Affairs at 224-2251.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Armed Services be authorized to
meet on Tuesday, July 13, 1993, at 3
p.m., in open session, to consider the
nomination of Mr. John H. Dalton to
be the Secretary of the Navy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN

AFFAIRS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate Tuesday, July
13, 1993, at 10 a.m. to hold a hearing on
the nominations of Arthur Levitt, Jr.,
to be Chairman of the Securities and
Exchange Commission; and Joseph
Stiglitz and Alan Blinder to be mem-
bers of the Council of Economic Advis-
ers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation be authorized to meet on
July 13, 1993, at 2:30 p.m. on the nomi-
nation of Jolene M. Molitoris to be ad-
ministrator of the Federal Railroad
Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Tuesday, July 13, 1993, at 2:30
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p.m. to hold ambassadorial nomination
hearings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO NAINOA THOMPSON

e Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize with great respect
and admiration, Nainoa Thompson,
first navigator of the Polynesian
Voyaging Society.

Sailing from Hawaii to Tahiti and
back to the Hokule'a, a twin-hulled
fiber glass replica of an ancient Poly-
nesian canoe, Mr. Thompson used the
stars, sea, and sky as his only guides.
Over thousands of miles, with little
sleep, he proved that this could have
been the way that Hawaii was origi-
nally discovered and settled by ancient
Polynesians.

Having completed several similar
voyages, each time demonstrating that
the impossible was possible, Mr.
Thompson now embarks on a journey
of the utmost importance. Using the
same skill of navigation without in-
struments, he will attempt to navigate
a traditionally built vessel. This new
canoe, the Hawaiiloa, is being con-
structed by hand of ohia hardwood and
native vines and plants. In 1996, Mr.
Thompson and his crew will set sail on
the ultimate voyage, a journey that
will certainly bring much pride to na-
tive Hawaiians.

Other members of the Thompson
family have made significant contribu-
tions to native Hawaiian culture and
people. Mr. Myron Thompson, Nainoa’s
father, is a trustee of the Kamehameha
Schools/Bernice Pauahi Bishop Estate
and is a strong advocate of native Ha-
waiians. He often comes before con-
gressional committees to testify on the
special needs of native Hawaiians. His
dedication has resulted in the develop-
ment and passage of legislation instru-
mental to the betterment of native Ha-
waiians.

Just recently, the Thompson family,
came to Washington to meet with my
staff and the staff at the National Air
and Space Administration to discuss
the Hawaiiloa's 1996 voyage and the
possibilities it may have for our future
in space. It is with much pleasure that
I note that the Washington Post wrote
a wonderful article describing Nainoa’s
dedication and perseverance and about
his visit to our Nation's Capital.

I ask that the article be printed in
the RECORD.

The article follows:

NAVIGATOR VOYAGES To PACIFIC'S PAST WITH
EYE TO FUTURE
(By Angus Phillips)

Nainoa Thompson reckons you can't frame
the future without understanding the past.
He's concerned about tomorrow, so for the
past 20 years he's been plumbing 2,000 years
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of Hawaiian history, much of which has been
lost in the crush of modernization.

In his quest, Thompson, 40, first navigator
of Polynesian Voyaging Society, has lain
awake nights on the wide Pacific, plotting a
sailing course between his native Hawaii and
Tahiti with no instruments, using only the
stars, the moon, the rising and setting sun
and the feel of his twin-hulled sailing canoe
in trade winds and sea.

He’s waited weeks for the right weather to
make a difficult easterly passage from
Samoa to the Cook Islands, T11 miles in eight
days; and another from the Cook Islands to
Tahiti in seven days, going 600 miles against
the prevailing winds. He's covered thousands
of miles on sea passages with only his senses
and instincts to steer by.

Thompson’s aim in all this was to show
how Hawaii likely was settled, as part of
what he believes was an aggressive, eastward
migration of seafarers from the South China
Sea through Polynesia more than two mil-
lenniums ago. But how did the original ex-
plorers manage upwind passages of 1,000
miles or more in primitive craft without any
navigation tools—no charts, compasses, sex-
tants, not even timepieces?

The only way to find out, Thompson be-
lieved, was to try it. So off he set, four times
since 1976, at first guided by one of the last
masters of primitive navigation in the Pa-
cific, Mao Piailug of Micronesia, then on his
own with the lives of his volunteer crew in
his hands.

In 1980, on the second voyage of the sailing
canoe Hokulea, a 60-foot fiberglass replica of
a primitive Polynesian voyaging catamaran,
Thompson was the rookie navigator for a Ha-
waiian crew sailing to Tahiti and back by
the “'star compass’’ Plailug had taught him
to draw in his head.

Following the changing picture of the
night sky he’d memorized at Piailug's direc-
tion, Thompson led his crew to their destina-
tion in 28 days, a month during which he
slept no more than two hours a day, and only
in 10-minute bursts, he said.

In 1985-87, he navigated Hokulea more than
16,000 miles through the Polynesian Tri-
angle, to Tahiti, the Cook Islands, New Zea-
land and Samoa—all without instruments of
any kind in what was dubbed "*“The Voyage of
Rediscovery.” And last year he took her to a
Pacific Arts Festival in Raritonga, where he
met other Polynesian seafarers who'd been
inspired by Hokulea's success to retrace the
voyages of their forebears.

Now Thompson and the Polynesian
Voyaging Society are embarking on another
journey. Next month they will launch the
first true replica of an ancient Polynesian
voyaging canoe, the 60-foot, twin-hulled
Hawaiiloa, made from hollowed tree trunks,
masts of ohia hardwood and sails and rigging
of native vines and leaves.

The project, funded by federal grants
through the native Hawaiian Culture and
Arts Program, aims to determine whether a
primitive, heavy, underpowered vessel with
no navigational equipment could have made
the 1,800-mile passage from the Marquesas to
Hawaii, as some believe the first Hawaiian
settlers did.

But Thompson, who was in Washington
last week to update federal officials on the
project, said he's got a long way to go before
Hawaiiloa is ready for sea.

‘*She’s two tons overweight,” he said, as
her builders struggle to make the vessel pow-
erful enough to course through the Pacific's
great swells without risking breaking up in
heavy weather.

Sea trials at the end of July should provide
hints where weight can be cut without peril,
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he said. Then Hawaiiloa goes back in the
shop for modifications. The voyage is slated
for 1995.

By then, Thompson hopes to have fully
trained a half-dozen more disciples in the art
of steering by star compass, and will leave
the burdens of sleepless navigation to others.

He already is moving on to the second half
of his equation—using the lessons of the past
to apply toward solving problems of the fu-
ture.

The early voyages of Hokulea were warmly
received by Hawaliians, who like many native
American people, Thompson said, lack pride
in their lost cultural heritage. The explo-
rations, said Thompson, depicted their fore-
bears as vigorous explorers, rather than hap-
less drifters who washed up on distant shores
by accident.

When Hokulea reached Tahiti the first
time, she was nearly swamped by enthusias-
tic Polynesians celebrating her success, and
other Pacific island nations have since built
replicas of traditional craft as a means of ex-
ploring their heritage and rediscovering
their past.

That's a plus for the people of the Pacific,
whose way of life has been buried under the
barrage of Western culture in the past 150
years, said Thompson.

On a grander scale, he believes the world at
large is heading for hard times, with popu-
lation and consumption rising perilously and
no new land or seas to turn to.

Thompson reckons humanity is on a
threshold much like the one that beckoned
Polynesian explorers thousands of years ago.
Where his forebears put out boldly into a
trackless sea, man has now just begun to ex-
plore the wilderness of space.

That's a place he knows well, said Thomp-
son, whose stops in Washington last week in-
cluded a visit with Daniel Goldin, adminis-
trator for the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration who was a supporter
of Hokulea's last voyage.

Space voyagers are guided by the very
same heavenly bodies he has followed at sea,
said Thompson. The past is prologue.e

TRIBUTE TO DR. LAMAN A.
GRAY, JR.

® Mr., MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to honor a Kentuckian who
has spent his life healing others. Dr.
Laman A. Gray, Jr., of Louisville, KY,
is recognized as one of the premier car-
diovascular surgeons in the world.

Dr. Gray, currently director of Divi-
sion of Thoracic and Cardiovascular
Surgery at the University of Louis-
ville, has long been a pioneer in his
field. In 1984, he performed the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky's first heart
transplant. One of his many fortes has
been the development of mechanical
devices that can aid weak hearts, al-
lowing patients the extra time they so
desperately need. His high energy level
and foresight help him tremendously in
this area.

Mr. President, Dr. Gray wins high
praise from his colleagues for his work
ethic as well as his humble, low-key at-
titude. In a profession where egos can
sometimes run amuck he is cherished
for his interest in his associates
progress and success. In fact, Dr. Gray
and his group are currently working on
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a mechanical heart device known as
the Novacor left ventricular assist de-
vice which is completely implanted in
the patient's chest. This would allow
patients to enjoy the benefit of a me-
chanical aid without the troubles of
being reliant on a cumbersome outside
device.

Dr. Gray continues to contribute to
the medical field outside of the operat-
ing rooms and research labs as well. He
is professor of surgery at the Univer-
sity of Louisville. His students are resi-
dents being trained to the thoracic and
cardiovascular surgeons. He lists as his
goals in teaching these students not
only helping them learn surgical fun-
damentals but also how to think and
appreciate problems and perhaps most
importantly, how to successfully com-
bine skill and judgment.

These are lessons Dr. Gray has
learned well over the years. He lists
the traits for a surgeon as including
“being technically exceptional, smart,
able to make decisions, and compas-
sionate toward the patients and their
families.”” In addition, due to the
evolving nature of medicine, Dr. Gray
never stops learning and preparing in
order to stay current in a field where
state of the art can and does save lives.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
join me in recognizing this outstanding
native Louisvillian for his continuing
contributions to the health and welfare
of our society. In addition, I request
that an article from the June 14, 1993,
edition of Business First be included at
this point.

The article follows:

MR. FIX-IT: GRAY AT HOME IN OPERATING

ROOM, GARAGE
(By Eric Benmour)

When heart surgeon Laman Gray Jr. was
growing up in Louisville, he took apart a
car, wired his parents’' house for sound and
repaired a television.

Gray, 53, has built model ships, complete
with riggings, and is currently rebuilding a
1935 Packard automobile.

“Laman is a mechanical genius,"” says his
sister, Sandy Schreiber,

His natural talent for building and fixing,
combined with the fact his father was a doc-
tor, helped steer him into his chosen field.

As a heart surgeon, he performs bypasses
and does surgery on valves; he performed
Kentucky's first transplant in 1984; and he is
involved in research with mechanical devices
that can help weak hearts survive.

Gray is the director of the division of tho-
racic and cardiovascular surgery at the Uni-
versity of Louisville Department of Surgery.
He is also a professor of surgery.

He conduacts his research as part of his
work with the School of Medicine, with fi-
nancial help from Jewish Hospital.

“Dr. Gray is highly regarded as one of the
premiere cardio-vascular surgeons in the
world," says Henry Wagner, president and
chief executive officer of Jewish Hospital
HealthCare Services Inc.

Gray has an ‘‘insatiable interest in under-
standing how things work,” Wagner says.
‘‘He's very much the engineer.”

When asked to comment on a statement
Gray made about being very ‘‘content” in his
job, Wagner says: ‘‘He may be content, but
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he has a high level of energy and he's never
satisfied with what was done yesterday. He's
always looking ahead to see how it can be
done better."

At medical trade shows, Gray will look at
“new gadgets,” says Dr. Brian Ganzel, a
heart surgeon who is a partner in a private
practice with Gray.

The same behavior occurs when Gray goes
to antique-car shows.

“‘He trolls the aisles and looks for parts for
his car,” Ganzel says.

He says Gray is very interested in research
and supports the efforts of the other mem-
bers of the private-practice group. In addi-
tion to Gray and Ganzel, the members are:
Erle H. Austin ITI, Samuel B. Pollock, Jr., A.
David Slater and Paul A. Spence. Like Gray,
all of the group's members are affiliated
with the university and involved in research.

One member, A. David Slater, is heading
up a project in which muscle from the back
is wrapped around the heart and stimulated
in synchronicity with the heart so it will
help strengthen the heart.

‘““He’s not threatened by his associates
being as good as he is,”” says Becky Adams,
vice president for the Jewish Hospital Heart
and Lung Institute. “‘He is very humble, very
low-key."

Adams and others say the heart surgeon is
modest, almost shy.

This trait was something he was born with,
not a feature of his parents or only sibling
who were more outgoing, his sister says.

But what Gray did learn growing up was
medicine. His mother, Alice, was a nurse. His
father, Laman Gray Sr., was a gynecologist.
He died in 1992 at the age of 84. Alice Gray,
82, is still living.

“My father used to take us to hospitals on
Sundays,’”” says Schreiber, an antique ap-
praiser.

In addition to going to the hospital with
her father, Sandy Schreiber recalls travel-
ling to Batesville, Ark., where their paternal
grandfather was a physician,

While there, the youngsters used to visit a
hospital in Batesville—run by their grand-
mother.

“We used to roller skate in the halls,”
Schreiber says. ‘It was like a home.""

She says that made medicine a fun part of
their lives, not something to fear, as it can
be for some children.

“1 decided I wanted to go into medicine
when I was in college,” Gray Jr. says. "I was
always interested in science.”

Working on the heart appealed to him be-
cause of his interest in working with his
hands.

When he was doing his general surgery
residency and his thoracic and cardio-
vascular surgery residency at the University
of Michigan, from 1968 to 1974, the school was
performing heart transplants.

Gray says he kept up with the progress of
transplants when he returned to Louisville
in 1974, as an assistant professor of surgery
at U of L. Gray Sr. had moved from Arkansas
to Louisville to take a teaching position at
Uof L.

Gray says he spent a ‘“‘tremendous
amount” of time preparing for his first heart
transplant in 1984. Gray continues to be in-
volved in the transplant surgery, but now,
Ganzel is chief of the heart and lung trans-
plant program.

In addition, Gray teaches students and
residents in his work with U of L. He says
working with them is ‘“‘really intellectually
very, very stimulating.”

The residents are being trained to be tho-
racic (involving the chest, specifically the
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lungs) and cardiovascular surgeons. They are
all five years out of medical school and are
board-certified general surgeons. They study
at U of L for two additional years.

*They really keep you on your toes,” Gray
says. ‘‘that's what I enjoy a tremendous
amount. If you say you do something,
they're going to ask you why. They're al-
ways probing and asking you questions
which make you think."

Gray says he teaches them not only the
fundamentals of surgery, but how to think
and appreciate problems—how to combine
skill and judgment.

He says judgment is crucial during an op-
eration.

“There are never two cases the same,”’
Gray says. “When you start operating or
dealing with a clinical problem, everything
is different. Everybody is slightly different.
You have to make decisions about where the
bypasses should go, which ones you should
and shouldn't do.

“In the valves you have to decide which
valves to put in, how to take out the old
valves."

His group repairs a lot of heart valves.

“Frequently in surgery, one step cascades
to the next. It's like a maze," Gray says.

Gray lists a variety of skills and traits
that a good surgeon must have, including
being technically exceptional; smart; able to
make decisions; and compassionate toward
the patients and their families.

While Gray has these skills and traits, he
says he never stops learning. He can't rely
solely on what he was taught in medical
school because so many procedures and tech-
niques have changed.

“¥ou have to keep state of the art,” Gray
says.

Gray is helping redefine state of the art
through his research on mechanical heart de-
vices.

In March 1992, Business First reported on
one such device that Gray implanted in a pa-
tient waiting for a transplant. She later re-
ceived a heart and is doing well.

Gray says he is excited about the prospects
for the mechanical heart, the “‘Novacor Left
Ventricular Assist Device,” because it is
completely implanted in the patient's chest,

Now, the device is hooked to a large con-
sole. Eventually, Gray thinks the device can
be implanted inside the patient's chest, with
no wires coming out.

The Novacor would be powered by a bat-
tery source worn around the patient’s waist,
Gray says.

Gray was also a researcher on a product
called the BVS 5000 Bi-Ventricular Support
System made by Abiomed Inc. of Danvers,
Mass.

The U.S. Food and Drug Administration
has approved the device for sale in the Unit-
ed States. The BVS 5000 is a temporary-as-
sist device intended to support the circula-
tion in patients whose hearts have become
too damaged to pump sufficient blood, ac-
cording to Abiomed.

Gray's work with the device at Jewish Hos-
pital was one of 11 sites where the BVS 5000
underwent testing.

Bruce J. Shook, vice president of clinical
and regulatory affairs for Abiomed, has high
praise for Gray.

‘“He’s very open-minded, willing to try new
things,"” Shook says. He says Gray is known
in the cardiac-surgery world as being ‘‘on the
cutting edge.”

When asked why he does such research
work, Gray says he wants to contribute to
medicine of the future.

When asked how he keeps all his work
straight, Gray says: "'It's fun' and laughs.
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‘‘He feels fortunate and he feels blessed.,”
says his wife, Julie. They have been married
since 1967. They have three daughters: Ju-
liet, 23, Alice, 20, and Virginia, 16.

Gray says one of his great rewards is see-
ing the improvements in people after heart
surgery. He speaks about transplants in par-
ticular.

Before surgery, patients are ‘‘on their last
legs. You do the transplants and in three
months they're leading a normal life. And I
mean, normal life. That is gratifying. It's so
dramatic.”

Gray says a typical morning for him begins
with the alarm going off at 6:35.

“I'm usually in the hospital by about 10
minutes after 7, Gray says. And by T:30
a.m., he's performing a bypass or valve sur-
gery.

Gray says he normally finishes his first
case by 11 a.m.

He then visits patients, beginning his sec-
ond procedure around 1 p.m., finishing be-
tween 4 and 5 p.m. He usually gets home by
7:30 in the evening.

This doesn't include weekend hours or the
time he is on call in case of emergency.

Nor does it include transplants, which can
take five or six hours of surgery at a time.

When asked how he keeps alert during such
a long procedure, Gray says: ‘‘You usually
have a lot of adrenaline going. You get tired.
(He laughs.) There isn't any question about
it. It can be very grueling.'

His sister says she is worried about her
brother’s health. She says his diet consists of
peanut butter on crackers and Cokes. He
doesn't exercise, either.

“He's in terrible shape physically,” she
says. ‘‘He sleeps very little.”

Gray admits he should eat better and stay
in better physical shape, but says he doesn't
have time to exercise. His wife says he also
doesn’t like to exercise, especially after a
long day.

His sister says she can't recall him being
sick, other than an occasional cold.

Gray says he talks to patients about the
importance of exercise and recognizes some
inconsistencies between his comments to
them and his actions.

“But I'm trying to make the effort,” he
says. His wife bought him an exercise bicy-
cle.

“I'm trying to get better,”” Gray says.

As for his diet, he says it's bad. But he says
he rarely has time for lunch and usually nib-
bles on food at the hospital.

Despite all the work with his hands, he
says the only time he hurt himself was when
he got thrown off a horse at a Wyoming dude
ranch. He’s gone there with his family every
summer for the past 12 years.

““We always ride horses,” Gray says. ‘I got
thrown once and hurt my wrist. That slowed
me down a little bit. I put my hand in a cast,
took it off for surgery and put it back after-
wards.”

That was about 10 years ago.

Gray says he is very careful around the
tools he uses in his garage.

Otherwise, not much slows him down. He
admits, however, that being a heart surgeon
can be very stressful because every decision
has to be the right one.

And he sweats the details.

One morning recently, Gray faced a dif-
ficult case, says Mary Sue Carroll, clinical
coordinator for the surgeon and his partners.

“‘He was almost antsy,"” Carroll says. ‘‘He
was thinking about how tough it was going
to be. It wasn't an element of fear. It's an
element of thinking of all the details."”

Gray says: ‘I relieve my stress because I
have a lot of hobbies. What relaxes me most,
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currently, is working on my car, which is a
'35 Packard (that he is restoring). I really
enjoy doing that.”

Previously, he built a model ship complete
with riggings. He also built a computerized
model train.

In addition, Gray is a pilot. He says he
takes his flying very seriously by keeping
up-to-date with training.

He owns a twin-engine plane that he keeps
at Bowman Field.

Gray, who learned how to fly when he was
17, says he has logged more than 2,000 hours
as a pilot.,

Gray flies his own plane within 1,000 miles.
Otherwise, he flies commercial airlines.

‘*He likes to be busy," wife Julie says.

When he gets home at night, he wants to
forget about work.

““His family is very important to him,"”
Ganzel says. ““We have to drag him to
evening meetings during the week.”

Gray says a good surgeon has to be com-
mitted to his work, which includes long
hours.

The result can be sacrificing some personal
things, he says.

“I think your family sacrifices, too.
There's no question about it. I certainly
wasn't at home with my family as much as
I should have been."”

His wife says Gray made a point to make
it home for the family dinners, however.

Gray says his daughters may not have de-
cided to follow him into medicine because of
the long hours. But the heart surgeon has
passed on many interests to his offspring,
Julie Gray says.

For example, he taught them about pho-
tography and how to use his darkroom. In
addition, Alice took a course in Medical eth-
ics.
“They had long conversations about that,”
Julie says.

But none of them has shown an interest in
flying, Gray says.

Despite the stress and long hours, Gray
says he has no plans to retire.

“That would be boring,” he says with a
laugh.e

———

MR. DOLAN ELLIS, OFFICIAL
ARIZONA BALLADEER

e Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the good
work that Mr. Dolan Ellis is doing as
the official Arizona balladeer was re-
cently brought to my attention. I
would like to thank Mr. Ellis for all his
years of service to our great State of
Arizona.

Mr. President, I understand that Mr.
Ellis has been the Arizona balladeer for
the last 256 years under the appoint-
ment of 8 Governors; and that last year
alone he performed for over 40,000 ele-
mentary schoolchildren in 100 Arizona
schools teaching them Arizona history,
folklore, and environmental awareness.
Mr. President, Mr. Ellis’ care and con-
cern for Arizona’s culture and environ-
ment is to be commended.

Mr. President, I would like Mr. Ellis
to know how much I appreciate his
commitment to Arizona. I am pleased
to have brought Mr. Ellis to the atten-
tion of the Senate and I wish him every
success in the future.e

——————

TRIBUTE TO DON WESELY

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
it is an honor for me to recognize my
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constituent Don Wesely for his many
yvears of volunteer service. When I look
at all that he has given to the city of
Owatonna, MN, I am reminded of the
true spirit and meaning of the term
‘‘public service.”

While we debate the future course of
the United States here on the floor of
the Senate, individuals such as Don are
making both our small towns and large
cities better places in which to live. He
and others like him are living proof
that perhaps the solution to the prob-
lems which we face is not to be found
solely on Capitol Hill, but also within
those who have devoted themselves to
helping those in need.

At a time when America is searching
for a renewed sense of community, Don
continues to exhibit qualities which
enrich us all. He gives freely of himself
without thought of personal gain or
recognition, and his generous spirit of
volunteerism has touched more lives
than any of us can possibly imagine.e

TRIBUTE TO DIXON

e Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to the town of
Dixon in Webster County, KY.

Dixon, a small town nestled in the
rolling hills of western Kentucky coal
country, has a population of only 552.
This small size is an asset to those who
live in Dixon. Small town values are an
ingrained tradition in this fine commu-
nity. Due to their town’s relative size,
residents of Dixon enjoy the uncom-
mon ability of knowing everyone else.
This close-knit atmosphere is unmis-
takably an enviable quality that all
communities should be able to possess.

Despite its small size, Dixon is not
without its share of notable marks on
history. Dixon was originally named
after Archibald Dixon, a Lieutenant
Governor and U.S. Senator from Hen-
derson. In addition, the first settler of
the region, William Jenkins, built a
stagecoach inn known as Halfway
House soon after he arrived in 1794.
This resting place served as the impor-
tant midpoint along the treacherous
route between St. Louis and Nashville.
Additionally, Dixon has been home to
some very famous individuals. Poet,
dramatist, and novelist Cale Young
Rice was born in 1872 in Dixon. Frank
Ramsey, a former University of Ken-
tucky and Boston Celtic basketball
star, currently resides in Dixon,

Dixon is a town with much to offer
and I applaud its residents for main-
taining small town traditions and val-
ues. It is far too often that commu-
nities lose touch with the many posi-
tive qualities of this healthy culture.

Mr. President, I respectfully request
that a recent article from the Louis-
ville Courier-Journal be printed in to-
day’'s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The article follows:
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DixonN
(By Cynthia Crossley Eagles)

Chances are you'll never make it to Dixon.
Western Kentucky, perhaps, but not Dixon.

Chances are that if you got to Western
Kentucky you'd just go gliding by on the
Western Kentucky Parkway or the Pennyrile
Parkway and never give Dixon a second
thought.

If so, here's what you'd miss:

A bank that's run by former University of
Kentucky and Boston Celtics star Frank
Ramsey.

A 90-year-old former school superintend-
ent, Virgil Waggener, who last October was
forced by illness to stop riding his blind old
mare bareback to round up his cows.

A library where the assistant librarian, af-
fectionately described as **Aunt Bea in Com-
bat Boots,” gets after people who leave over-
due books and don’t pay the fines.

“I got $17 off one lady,” said Judy Taylor.
“*And I chased one man to his car.”

Then there's Charlie Bridwell, who most
people know as ““Hooter."” He ambles back
and forth between the loafers at the hard-
ware store and the loafers on the courthouse
benches across the street. If a coal truck
happens to be bearing down on him as he
crosses, Hooter just holds up his hand—and
the truck stops.

And, of course, there’s Luke, the big stray
black and brown dog who has a cameo role in
the daily routine around town. Luke’s sched-
ule on a recent day included a snooze at a
downtown service station, followed by a nap
at City Hall, followed by a doze at the fire
station.

Luke's route depends on where city water
superintendent Larry Parrish is going that
day in his truck.

Dixon is a little town full of characters,
and residents seem to love it that way. Ev-
erybody knows everyone else, which is hard-
ly a surprise given the population of about
550

Thus when someone sits on the couch in
Ramsey’s office at the Dixon Bank and asks
him about a loan, Ramsey usually knows
their family history.

“You know almost the whole genealogy of
the family,”" said Ramsey, who went to the
NBA in 1953 after he graduated from UK,
then returned to his home in nearby Mad-
isonville upon his retirement.

Such familiarity also makes most people
feel safe in Dixon. To hear people tell it, no
one locks their doors and everyone seems to
leave their car keys in the ignition.

When residents go on vacation, says Peggy
Poole, the city clerk, “you just tell the
neighbor to feed the dog and off you go."

But familiarity can magnify tragedy, and
the area has had more than its share.

Badly shaken by the 1989 Pyro mine disas-
ter, in which 10 men died, the county now
must cope with a fresh wound—the deaths of
four teen-agers and the serious injuries of
five more in an oil-tank explosion last Fri-
day. The teens, all of whom were from Web-
ster County, had gathered at the tank for an
early Fourth of July party.

Four of the men who died in the Pyro blast
were from Webster County. Those killed
were part of a crew dismantling a mining
machine at the William Station mine, just
north of Wheatcroft, where explosive levels
of methane had built up.

Coal production has resumed, although it's
flowing from a new shaft and the mine is
now called Caney Creek. The mine is oper-
ated by Costain Coal Inc., which had ac-
quired Pyro shortly before the blast. But the
tragedy remains fresh in people's minds as
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developments occur in the federal criminal
cases stemming from the disaster.

“This community was in shock for quite a
while,” said Dixon Mayor Jimmy Layne
Frederick. ‘It was just hard to absorb. I had
a friend myself who worked in that mine,
had just come out on the same shift.”

Said Webster County Judge-Executive
James Townsend, "It just kinda tore the
community up for a while. It'was a two-fold
sadness, since the mine superintendents and
some involved in upper management, . .
were getting blamed for what happened, and
they lost family members also.”

Yet there are also many people who think
Webster County may be faced with mine
tragedies in the future, as long as coal con-
tinues to play a big role in the local econ-
omy. Coal is the county's biggest employer,
and Townsend says the severance tax alone
provides about $1 million of the county’s $4.8
million annual budget.

For those who don't work in the mines,
jobs may be found in nearby Henderson or
across the Ohio River in Evansville, Ind.
Mayor Frederick commutes 48 miles to
work—an hour-long trip, he says—to the
Alcoa plant in Newburgh, Ind. Others com-
mute to work at Evansville’'s Whirlpool
plant.

That helps explain why a coal county has
single-digit unemployment and a per capita
income well above the state average. But de-
spite positive economic figures, downtown
Dixon has withered. The population of Provi-
dence, in Southern Webster County is seven-
and-a-half times that of Dixon, making that
town the retail center for the county. Provi-
dence has clothing stores, some fast-food res-
taurants and a car dealer.

Dixon has one grocery store, a hardware
store, a convenience store, a gas station and
two family-style restaurants. Even though it
is the county seat, Dixon lacks even the
usual string of law offices around its court-
house.

While other towns work to lure industry,
Dixon spent a year just trying to get a drug-
store to replace the town's only pharmacy
whose long-time owner had retired. The re-
cruitment effort failed.

“We contacted a school of pharmacy in
Lexington, thinking someone right out of
school would be interested. And we were of-
fering a building,” Frederick said. “‘But the
big chains offer $50,000 to $55,000 a year, and
you can’'t make that here.”

Now Dixon doesn't plan to try for any in-
dustry—or anything else—until the town
gets a sewer system. One is in the works for
next year, to be built by the county. While
most residents seem to see the need to end
reliance on septic tanks, some older resi-
dents fear the increase in their utility bills.
But they acknowledge that a sewer system
might bring growth which might also bring a
few stores within walking distance of their
neighborhoods.

A recent visitor heard a lot of gripes about
the lack of a grocery store, dry-goods store
or convenience store ‘‘downtown.’’ Webster
Countians say they have to go to Madison-
ville or Henderson to find some things.

But there is a grocery store less than a
mile from downtown, although it's on a road
that seems unsafe for pedestrians because of
its coal-truck traffic. And Charlie's Mini-
Mart, located about a half-mile south of
“downtown’' Dixon, is also on the main road.

“I thought Dixon wanted a mini-mart, but
eventually I realized they didn't,” said
owner Charlie Greenwood. ‘'The lottery helps
(bring customers in). But there are still peo-
ple who don't realize we're here.”
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And that's in spite of the fact that Green-
wood's store features the rear end of his
son's 1975 Lincoln Continental. The creative
auto salvage came about three years ago
after the Lincoln caught fire because of a
carburetor leak, Greenwood said. The fire de-
stroyed all but the rear end, which was cut
off the car and bolted onto the building.
Greenwood added some Christmas lights,
which he leaves on year-round to attract at-
tention.

But now Greenwood is trying to sell the
store because he's tired of working seven
days a week for what he said amounts to
$7,000 a year, after taxes. He has had trouble
selling it because of its underground gasoline
storage tanks. No one wants the headache of
getting them to meet the government's envi-
ronmental standards, he said,

Meanwhile, what is within walking dis-
tance of most neighborhoods is Dixon Hard-
ware, owned and operated by Bill Winstead
and his family. Dixon Hardware can help you
out if you're in need of a lawn mower, a plas-
tic pipe elbow, a fan belt, a new screen, a
popcorn popper or some bean or corn seed.
Dixon Hardware can also fix you up if you
need a 50-pound bag of “Fat Cat Fish Food,”
a two-cup aluminum percolator, a 10-quart
ceramic and steel dish pan, or a new door-
bell.

“Give your guests a happy feeling even be-
fore they step inside,’’ says the sign on the
sales rack for the “Ring-A-Tune” doorbell.
“Never-ending favorite songs of the Amer-
ican People, (including) ‘Oh! Susannah!’
‘William Tell Overture,' and ‘Battle Hymn of
the Republic.'"”

“We try to be as old-timey as we can get,"
said salesclerk Claude Winstead, who is
Bill's uncle.

And there is some ‘‘development’ just out-
side of Dixon. General contractor Mike
Walker of Sebree is building a golf course de-
velopment that he says will include 18-hole
and nine-hole courses, riding and walking
trails, a pay fishing lake and home sites. The
nine-hole course at “*Wildwood"” and a club-
house are already finished.

While Walker says he expects to draw
golfers from the Henderson, Evansville and
Madisonville areas, he grinned when a visitor
suggested that his plan seemed ambitious.

“You're being kind,” Walker said. “Other
people have said I'm crazy.”

FAMOUS FACTS AND FIGURES

Dixon, incorporated in 1861, was named for
Archibald Dixon, a U.S5. Senator and Lieu-
tenant governor from Henderson who died in
1876. Webster County, created in 1860 from
parts of Henderson, Hopkins and Union coun-
ties, is named for Daniel Webster, the fa-
mous New England orator and lawyer.

The man considered to be the first settler
in the area, William Jenkins, built a stage-
coach Inn five miles north of Dixon shortly
after he arrived in 1794. Jenkins called his
Inn the Halfway House to reflect its location
on the Indian trail between Nashville and St.
Louis, Jenkins was captured by a band of In-
dians around 1800. Local lore says he be-
friended the Indians during his seven-year
stay; in return they pulled all the hair from
his head to keep another tribe from scalping
him.

Poet, novelist and dramatist Cale Young
Rice was born in Dixon in 1872. His works in-
clude the book '‘From Dusk to Dusk' and an
autobiography, ‘‘Bridging the Years.” A
poem, ““The Mystic,” won recognition in the
United States and in England. In 1902, Rice,
then living in Louisville, married another
Louisvillian, Alice Hegan, author of the book
‘*‘Mrs. Wiggs of the Cabbage Patch." Rice
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died in 1943, less then a year after his wife.
The house where he was born is owned by
state Rep. Dorsey Ridley.e

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION BY
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
ETHICS UNDER RULE 35, PARA-
GRAPH 4, REGARDING EDU-
CATIONAL TRAVEL

e Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, it is re-
quired by paragraph 4 of rule 35 that I
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD no-
tices of Senate employees who partici-
pate in programs, the principal objec-
tive of which is educational, sponsored
by a foreign government or a foreign
educational or charitable organization
involving travel to a foreign country
paid for by that foreign government or
organization.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for G. Robert Wal-
lace, a member of the staff of Senator
JOHNSTON, to participate in a program
in China, sponsored by the Chinese
People’s Institute of Foreign Affairs,
from August 7-21, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Mr. Wallace
in this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Benjamin S.
Cooper and Raymond M. Paul member
of the staff of Senator JOHNSTON, to
participate in a program in China,
sponsored by the Chinese People's In-
stitute of Foreign Affairs from August
7-21, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Mr. Cooper or
Mr. Paul in this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Margaret
Cummisky, a member of the staff of
Senator INOUYE, to participate in a pro-
gram in Indonesia, sponsored by the In-
donesian Parliament, from August 20-
September 5, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Ms.
Cummisky in this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Anne Smith, a
member of the staff of Senator HELMS,
to participate in a program in Ger-
many, sponsored by the Hanns Seidel
Foundation, from July 3-9, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Ms. Smith in
this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Christine Fer-
guson, a member of the staff of Senator
CHAFEE, to participate in a program in
France, sponsored by the German Mar-
shall Fund of the United States and the
Franco-American Foundation from
July 4-11, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
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prohibit participation by Ms. Ferguson
in this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Paul Offner, a
member of the staff of Senator Moy-
NIHAN, to participate in a program in
France, sponsored by the German Mar-
shall Fund of the United States and the
Franco-American Foundation from
July 4-11, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Mr. Offner in
this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Roy Ramthun,
a member of the staff of Senator PACK-
wooD, to participate in a program in
France, sponsored by the German Mar-
shall Fund of the United States and the
Franco-American Foundation from
July 4-11, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Mr.
Ramthum in this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Ellen R.
Shaffer, a member of the staff of Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, to participate in a
program in France, sponsored by the
German Marshall Fund of the United
States and the Franco-American Foun-
dation from July 4-11, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Ms. Shaffer in
this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Michael
Hodson, a member of the staff of Sen-
ator PRYOR, to participate in a pro-
gram in Japan, sponsored by the Asso-
ciation for Communication of
Transcultural Study, from July 4-11,
1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Mr. Hodson in
this program.

The select committee received notifi-
cation under rule 35 for Darrel Jodrey,
a member of the staff of Senator
WOFFORD, to participate in a program
in France, sponsored by the Franco-
American Foundation and the German
Marshall Fund of the United States,
from July 3-11, 1993.

The committee determined that no
Federal statute or Senate rule would
prohibit participation by Ms. Jodrey in
this program.e

REMARKS OF AMBASSADOR
JOSEPH VERNER REED

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
to have printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD remarks which the distin-
guished Ambassador Joseph Verner
Reed delivered at the inaugural cere-
mony of the 89th Inter-Parliamentary
Conference in New Delhi on April 12,
1993. I believe that my colleagues will
find of great use these remarks and
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those of Secretary-General Boutros

Boutros-Ghali which Ambassador Reed

delivered to the conference.

The remarks follow:

REMARKS BY AMBASSADOR JOSEPH VERNER
REED, SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE UNITED Na-
TIONS FOR PUBLIC AFFAIRS, AND FROM THE
SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE UNITED NAa-
TIONS, DR. BOUTROS BOUTROS-GHALI, AT THE
INAUGURAL CEREMONY OF THE B9TH INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE

ARMS REDUCTION, TRANSPARENCY, AND COLLEC-
TIVE SECURITY: THE EMERGING INTER-
NATIONAL FRAMEWORK
Mr. President, Mr. Vice-President, Mr.

Prime Minister, Mr. Speaker, Mr. President

of the Inter-Parliamentary Council,

Excellencies, Distinguished Delegates and

Guests, it is a great honour and personal

pleasure for me to be here to represent, Dr.

Boutros Boutros-Ghali, the Secretary-Gen-

eral of the United Nations, at this very im-

portant 89th Inter-Parliamentary Con-

ference.

It is an even greater pleasure because the
Conference is being held in New Delhi, the
capital of a country that I love dearly and
have great respect for. In more than two dec-
ades I have had the great pleasure of visiting
India often, both in an official and in a pri-
vate capacity. I have prided myself on my
friendship with many of India's great States-
men, Leaders and Diplomats, both here and
in Washington. I freely confess that I have
learned a great deal from their wisdom and
sagacity.

Throughout the years I have been con-
nected with the United Nations and with the
Government of the United States. I have fol-
lowed India’'s role in the United Nations with
great admiration. India's skillful leadership
of the Group of Non-Aligned Countries and
her active and dynamic diplomacy at the
Parliament of Man have earned my deepest
admiration and respect.

One of the things that I admire most about
India is that it is and continues to remain
the world's largest democracy. And, India is
a vital force in today's changing world.

A democratic form of Government, as you
Parliamentarians know very well, is, despite
its many problems, the only one that can
satisfy the aspirations of people everywhere.

When I last had the privilege of being with
you in Stockholm less than eight months
ago, I expressed optimism at the growing
number of democracies and democratically-
elected Governments in the world. Today,
alas, the picture is a little more sombre.

We are now at a critical juncture in inter-
national relations when many countries are
suffering from the after-effects of the end of
the Cold War. Some of them are in a particu-
larly difficult situation, and are being
tempted to give up their democratic rights
and freedoms as they struggle to come to
grips with the problems of the Post-Cold War
era.

It is therefore, all the more commendable,
that India, despite the many problems that
it is currently facing, has maintained its
democratic traditions and values with exem-
plary steadfastness and courage. This is the
great legacy left to India and its people by
the founding fathers of the Modern Indian
Nation, and I sincerely hope that it will be a
legacy that is preserved for the benefit of
generations yet to come. -

I salute India's devotion to democracy and
wish India and the Indian people every suc-
cess in the future.

It now gives me great pleasure to present
a portion of the message of the Secretary-
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General of the United Nations, Dr. Boutros
Boutros-Ghali, to the 89th Inter-Parliamen-
tary Conference.

“Few aspects of international life have
changed more profoundly in recent years
than the pursuit of arms regulation and dis-
armament. A decade ago we were in the
midst of a deadly arms race that was threat-
ening to spin out of control. Military expend-
itures worldwide were rising dramatically.
The nuclear arms race was preparing to
spread to outer space. There was widespread
public apprehension and justified alarm over
the seemingly relentless build-up in both nu-
clear and conventional military forces.

“Much has changed, we have now pulled
back from the nuclear armageddon. A new
spirit of cooperation prevails. Significant
progress has been achieved in a number of
important areas. In particular, there have
been impressive accomplishments in reduc-
ing strategic and nuclear weapons. The Unit-
ed States and the Russian Federation have
concluded ten bilateral agreements, In the
world’'s most heavily armed region—Eu-
rope—disarmament has already begun to en-
compass conventional weapons, and the proc-
ess is gaining momentum.

“These are significant trends which de-
serve and require our encouragement and
support,

“Although we have taken some necessary
and important strides in dealing with the
global threat created by the proliferation of
nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons of
mass destruction, the world remains a dan-
gerous place. As the spectre of nuclear anni-
hilation has receded, we are not beginning to
appreciate the high social, political, and
human cost of our having saturated the
globe with an overabundance of conventional
arms.

““The situation is troubling when we con-
sider that not only have arms sales increased
dramatically over the past three decades,
but so too has the level of sophistication and
fire-power of the conventional arms being
transferred. Buyers have increasingly de-
manded more sophisticated, state-of-the-art
weaponry, Supplying countries, sensitive to
increased competition, have increasingly
been willing to sell such weaponry.

‘‘Without the external constraints on con-
flicts which the Cold War imposed, the ter-
rible consequences of our having successfully
blanketed the globe with arms are now being
brutally brought home to us. Rivalries, con-
flicts, and long suppressed ambitions have
burst violently into the open. Armed with
destructive new weaponry, localized and re-
gional grievances have developed into mat-
ters of international significance and con-
cern. In Cambodia, Western Sahara, South-
ern Africa, Somalia, in the territory of the
former Yugoslavia, in the Middle East, and
elsewhere, the results are plain for all to see.

“*The end of the Cold War has made con-
ventional arms limitation an urgent prior-
ity. We must now take advantage of the fact
that the end of the Cold War has also made
conventional arms limitation a realistic pos-
sibility.

“In my report entitled “New Dimensions of
Arms Regulation and Disarmament in the
Post-Cold War Era" I noted that the time
had come for the practical integration of dis-
armament and arms regulation issues into
the broader structure of the international
peace and security agenda. My report also
noted that it was now necessary to take a
global approach to the process of disar-
mament. Lastly the report urged that we
build upon and revitalize past achievements
in arms regulations and arms reduction. Our
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practical objective is now clear: We must
achieve greater overall security at lower lev-
els of armaments.

“In that connection your role as Par-
liamentarians is crucial. I appeal to you to
work for and to support the important con-
fidence-building efforts now underway. By
actively encouraging your respective Gov-
ernments, and by helping to build support
among your fellow citizens, you can each
have a positive and very practical impact on
the work now underway. As elected rep-
resentatives and parliamentarians from
around the world, your support for this great
endeavour can demonstrate in the most
forceful way possible the powerful and ines-
capable link between the paramount human
requirements of disarmament, development,
and democracy."

That, distinguished guests, was the synop-
sis of the message of the Secretary-General.
The full text of the message of the Sec-
retary-General will be available to you
shortly.

Mr. President, Mr. Vice-President, Mr.
Prime Minister, Mr. Speaker, Mr. President
of the Inter-Parliamentary Council,
Excellencies and Distinguished Delegates.

I thank you on behalf of the Secretary-
General and on my own behalf. I wish the
89th Inter-Parliamentary Conference every
suCcess.®

THE IMPORTANCE OF DEMOCRACY

e Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, the
Baghdad-born author Kenan Makiya is
one of the clearest voices in the Middle
East for the spread of democratic val-
ues. His latest book, *‘Cruelty and Si-
lence,’” seeks to transform the political
discourse in the Arab world by con-
fronting intellectuals in the Middle
East with the realities of political cru-
elty in the region. The Iraq Founda-
tion, which he helped to found in 1991,
is committed to a vision of a future
Irag built on the principles of democ-
racy, civil liberties, and the rule of
law.

Mr. Makiya, currently a fellow at
Harvard University’'s Center for Middle
Eastern Studies, recently wrote to the
president of the National Endowment
for Democracy upon learning of the
vote in the House of Representatives to
terminate all funding for the endow-
ment. His strong message is a warning
to all of us that without the kind of
outside support which the endowment
provides to democrats struggling
against authoritarianism, the des-
perate people suffering under repres-
sive regimes such as those of Saddam
Hussein are doomed to continue to suf-
fer for many years to come, with po-
tentially disastrous consequences for
our country and the rest of the world.
I ask that this letter be printed in the
RECORD, and recommend that all of my
colleagues read his words carefully.

The letter follows:

HARVARD UNIVERSITY,
CENTER FOR MIDDLE EASTERN STUDIES,
Cambridge, MA, June 28, 1993.
CARL GERSHMAN,
National Endowment for Democracy, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR CARL: I am writing in shock and

amazement, having just heard the news that
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the House of Representatives has voted to
cut off its support for the National Endow-
ment of for Democracy. I wish to convey to
you my strong and deeply felt support for
the work done by the N.E.D. to promote de-
mocracy around the world, and in particular,
Iraq, the country of my blah.

There is not a shadow of doubt in my mind
that without the work of outside supporters
of democracy such as the N.E.D., even the
hope for a democratic future in Iraq would be
almost non-existent. Because of what the
N.E.D. has done for Iraq since the Gulf war,
it has been possible for Iragi writers and
human rights activists to get their ideas and
aspirations into Iraq itself. By supporting,
for instance, the Iraq Foundation and the
signature-collecting campaign known as
Charter 91, it has been possible to get thou-
sands of pamphlets into Iraq communicating
ideas which have long been banned and
sealed off from the populace. Reports still
reach me of the effect of this kind of work in
creating a new and enriching climate of
ideas on issues of democracy, toleration of
difference, seculanism and the imperative for
a central focus on human rights in the build-
ing of a new order in Iraq. I know for a fact
that none of this would have been possible
without the backing of the National Endow-
ment for Democracy.

Please communicate the contents of this
letter to whomsoever you think might be
swayed by it, or be in a position to reverse
this disastrous decision. The work of the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy affects
millions of lives and must continue.

Sincerely,
KENAN MAKIYA,
Author of ""Republic of Year
and Cruelty and Silence.""®

e

MANAGED COMPETITION “A
HEALTH PLAN THAT CAN WORK"

¢ Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
as I have said many times in this
Chamber, the core issue in health care
reform is containing costs. But in our
rush to reach this goal, are we simply
going to abandon the market for a re-
gime of Federal regulation? Or are we
going to do all we can to make the
market work?

Fortune magazine recently took up
that question. In ““A Health Plan That
Can Work,” Edmund Faltermayer deft-
ly explains how managed competition
can create a sound health care market
that will produce the system Ameri-
cans want and deserve. In fact, some of
the ideas behind this approach are al-
ready being tested in our States by
managed care organizations and other
innovative health care providers.

In the Minneapolis-St. Paul area, for
example, managed competition-type
reforms have succeeded in lowering the
cost of health insurance from 10 per-
cent above the national average to 15
percent below the average—in just 10
years.

The point is, Government regulation
in the form of a single-payer system
doesn't get at the backbone of rising
costs—fee-for-service medicine. With
insurers guaranteed to pick up the tab,
there is no incentive to control the
cost and type of care prescribed. A
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competitive environment, however,
opens the door to improving gquality,
cost-effectiveness and access to preven-
tive care. This occurs by changing the
way medicine is practiced and medi-
cine is purchased, and that is the route
to better health care.

Mr. President, I request that the text
of “A Health Plan That Can Work"” be
included in the RECORD.

The article follows:

A HEALTH PLAN THAT CAN WORK
(By Edmund Faltermayer)

It's 2005 and the impossible is happening.
For the fifth straight year America's health
care outlays are declining as a percent of
GDP. That's not so amazing, since most peo-
ple are now enrolled in fiercely competing
HMOs and other managed-care organizations
that catch diseases early, often using low-
tech procedures and medical personnel who
aren't even doctors. Don't worry, these
health plans don't skimp on high-tech treat-
ment when it's called for. But they press for
continuous guality improvement in all they
do and weigh the cost effectiveness of alter-
native procedures, relying on a mnational
board to decide which expensive and con-
troversial new ones should be covered. Far
from feeling hopelessly passive, as in the
dark ages of 1993, medical consumers revel in
an explosion of information—much of it elec-
tronic—that helps them to dispute doctors'
proposals for treatment and to decide wheth-
er to switch from one health organization to
another at the yearly sign-up time.

If this sounds like pure hallucination, get
ready for a surprise. Most of the elements of
tomorrow's medical system already exist or
are starting to sprout, even without national
health care legislation. William Link, the
executive vice president of Prudential, who
oversees its big HMO and health insurance
operations from Newark, New Jersey, says
the changes reshaping his industry “‘will
continue to mushroom if government doesn’t
get in the way." What's mainly needed from
the package that Bill Clinton hopes to an-
nounce in mid-June aside from coverage for
the nation’s 37 million uninsured, are deftly
drawn rules that will speed the trans-
formation of American medicine by lubricat-
ing the engine of competition.

The danger is that Washington will blow it
by throwing sand in the gears. While key de-
cisions have yet to be made, hints and leaks
from the White House suggest that the Presi-
dent and the task force headed by Hillary
Rodham Clinton lean strongly toward price
controls and spending caps as a way to hold
down costs. At the same time, the White
House wants to encourage flexibility by leav-
ing enforcement of these caps to the states.
That combination could give us the worst of
both worlds; heavy-handed pricing rules im-
posed 50 different ways. To appreciate what
is at stake, imagine where the computer rev-
olution would be if politicians had decided
early on to smother it with regulation.

In Fortune's view, the way to get health
care reform right is to stick to the set of
proposals that sail under the flag of ‘“‘man-
aged competition.” This concept has been re-
fined over the years by the Jackson Hole
Group, a policy research organization sup-
ported by insurers, provider groups, and cor-
porate health insurance buyers. Meeting in
craggy Wyoming, an informal assemblage of
insurance executives, HMO chiefs, reform-
minded physicians, and others have fash-
ioned a blueprint for inducing vigorous com-
petition in an industry in which supply—
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mainly doctors capable of cowing patients—
has long been able to influence demand,
thereby hurling the nation’s medical bill
into hyperspace. In the world according to
Jackson Hole, managed-care networks oper-
ating on fixed yearly revenues would battle
as never before for the business of strongly
price-conscious buyers.

Under managed competition, which Presi-
dent Clinton embraced during his campaign,
all employers would be required to buy a na-
tionally set package of basic health insur-

ance for their workers. A reform called *

“community rating” would bar insurers
from offering affordable plans only to the
young and robust while hoisting premiums
for sickness-prone workers—or dumping
them, as can happen now. To bolster the buy-
ing clout of small employers and save on ad-
ministrative expenses, managed competition
would require that they buy coverage
through newly created organizations called
health insurance purchasing cooperatives, or
HIPCs (pronounced HIP-icks). These most
likely would be government-chartered, non-
profit outfits and would provide much of the
management in managed competition.

In big companies and small, according to
the Jackson Hole blueprint, employees would
pay more if they chose expensive health
plans over cheaper ones during an annual
sign-up period. An added inducement to com-
parison shop: a proposed cap on the income
tax exclusion granted health insurance. If an
employee’s insurance premiums were more
expensive than coverage at the lowest-cost
HMO in the area, he or she would have to pay
the difference in after-tax dollars.

The overarching purpose of these carefully
altered arrangements, says Dr, Paul
Ellwood, founder of the Jackson Hole Group
and the leading apostle of the HMO move-
ment, “‘is to reform the way people buy and
use health care.” A medical system driven
by market forces, Ellwood believes, would
save money in a way that government spend-
ing limits and price controls cannot, and
thereby lessen the bill for covering the unin-
sured. What about the others who currently
fall through the cracks, Including many of
the unemployed? The Jackson Hole crowd
believe that the savings to the U.S. Treasury
from capping that now open-ended tax sub-
sidy would generate much of the money
needed to provide them coverage.

Alas, a funny thing has been happening to
managed competition on its way to the Oval
Office. Some of its elements are alive, such
as requiring all employers to cover their
workers, community rating to end cherry-
picking, pricing that would make consumers
cost-conscious, a standard benefits package,
and maybe even a limit on the tax break
granted gold-plated health plans. But
sources close to the task fore describe man-
agement consultant Ira Magaziner, its oper-
ating head, as a believer in the market who
is outnumbered by social engineers. Many on
Clinton's health care team, including Health
and Human Services Secretary Donna
Shalala, apparently yearn for a ‘‘single
payer” system akin to Canada's.

In such an arrangement the government
would reimburse all medical bills just as it
does now for the elderly under Medicare. One
huge flaw in this scheme is that it would
leave largely intact the main engine behind
rising health care spending, the conventional
fee-for-service system, under which individ-
ual doctors charge separately for each proce-
dure, and an insurer—in this case the gov-
ernment—dutifully picks up the bill. With no
competitive mechanism to discipline costs,
any single-payer scheme is almost inevitably
driven to price controls or fixed budgets.
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The Clinton task force hasn't gone to Can-
ada yet, but it has gone astray. Instead of re-
lying on competition alone, it appears to
favor temporary price controls until its re-
forms are fully in place. Even after that, the
White House talks of limiting the rate at
which health premiums could rise. HIPCs, re-
named ““health alliances' by the Clintonites,
might be given the task of enforcing a slice
of an overall spending limit for U.S. medical
outlays—the ‘‘global budget” that the Presi-
dent has long favored. States might also be
given the option of creating a mini single-
payer system. Complains CEQ Stephen
Wiggins of Oxford Health Plans, an HMO
headquartered in Darien, Connecticut:
“They've gone so far to the left it’s astonish-
ing."” Wiggins, a Clinton supporter in the
election, says he wishes he could have his
vote back.

What's so bad about price controls? The
main trouble is that they never work for
long, just as they have not prevented Medi-
care spending on physicians’ fees from rising
12% annually during the past ten years. Doc-
tors circumvent Medicare fee limits by see-
ing patients more often or piling on more
tests. Setting an annual lid on premium in-
creases, moreover, would kill competition
instead of spurring it by giving both efficient
and inefficient plans a price rise that they
would feel entitled to. Once controls go on,
says James McLane, CEQ of Aetna Health
Plans in Hartford and a top price controller
in the Nixon years, the incentives shift to
gaming the system rather than improving
health care. Price controls, says he, “‘will
take people’s eye off the ball."”

And what's so bad about the heavy-handed
health alliances the task force seems to
fancy? Well, they could turn out as different
from the original idea of the HIPC as a Pen-
tagon office procuring warplanes is from a
farmers' market. Economist Alain Enthoven
of Stanford University, a key Jackson Hole
thinker who coined the term managed com-
petition, describes the ideal HIPC as a “‘price
taker, not a price maker." Only in areas too
sparsely populated to support competing
HMOs, says Enthoven, would a HIPC need to
take an active role in buying health care.
Elsewhere, its function would be to inform
small companies of the prices quoted by var-
ious plans, run the annual enrollment proc-
ess, act as a financial clearinghouse, and
monitor HMO quality data. “That's it,” says
Enthoven, who says he's “‘profoundly con-
cerned'” about the direction in which the
White House task force has been moving.

One especially disturbing idea on the table
would force medium-size and large compa-
nies, say those with more than 1,000 workers,
to buy their health coverage through the
new health alliances and make them pay for
it with a uniform payroll tax. While this
proposition appeals to some major corpora-
tions, it is bad policy because it would great-
ly reduce the number of big, active players
out there influencing the price and quality of
health care, Warns Ellwood: “It will destroy
the market. There is no point in having em-
ployer-paid health insurance unless you have
g'mllt.ipie buyers seeing who can get the best

eal.”

Happily, even as the reformers argue, the
medical system goes right on changing it-
self. From the skeptical comments of some
Congressmen—including House Ways and
Means Chairman Dan Rostenkowski, who
has likened managed competition to *Star
Wars''—one might guess that this system is
some futuristic invention. In fact, most of
its pieces are up and running, here and there,
around the U.S.
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HIPCs? Some 100 regional business coali-
tions have already sprung up on a voluntary
basis, many of which buy health insurance
for their members. Community rating? Some
30 states have passed laws limiting insurers’
ability to base premiums on medical history,
and a half dozen have legislated broader
managed competition schemes or are about
to. Says Washington consultant Robert
Laszewski: “‘The states are going 100 mph."

As for HMOs, enrollment jumped 7.2% in
1992 to 41.4 million, more than four times the
total at the start of the Eighties. Buyers are
showing that they can be price-conscious
with health insurance just as they are with
grocery shopping. When employers make em-
ployees pay extra to enroll in more expensive
plans that allow unlimited choice of physi-
cians, as Xerox and some state employers do,
workers tend to switch to lower-priced HMOs
(Fortune, December 28, 1992). Doctors as well
as patients are climbing aboard these pre-
paid plans. Rather than face the cost and
long hours of running a solo practice. Dr.
James Thomas of Rutland, Vermont, who
was already seeing patients for Community
Health Plan, an HMO, has joined it as a sala-
ried physician. Says Thomas: “The hand-
writing was on the wall.”

Competition may also be starting to lasso
costs. A survey of employers by the Foster
Higgins consulting firm shows that in 1992
the average health insurance premium,
counting the employee's contribution, rose
10.1%. Though still high, it is the smallest
increase in five years. While premiums for
traditional fee-for-service plans jumped
14.2%, those of HMOs—one-fifth cheaper to
begin with—were up only 8.8%. “‘As far as
I'm concerned, we're in managed competi-
tion right now,'" says Dr. Barry Schwartz,
medical director for the Capital District
Physicians Health Plan in Albany, New
York.

If Washington doesn’'t screw things up and,
instead, fosters flat-out competition, a host
of promising new approaches could turn the
U.S. medical system into a model for the
world. Among them:

PUSH PREVENTION

The sicker you get under the prevailing
fee-for-service health system, the more
money flows to doctors and hospitals. By
contrast, HMOs, which operate with a fixed
yearly income per enrollee, have powerful fi-
nancial reasons to keep you well. At Group
Health, a  division of Minneapolis’
HealthPartners, 55% of women over 50 re-
ceived mammograms last year, compared
with a state average of 36%. Dr. George
Isham, medical director of HealthPartners,
says the plan keeps track of how dutifully
individual physicians advise women to come
in for the tests. Says Isham: “If a doctor is
below average, we don't kick him out, but we
have a conversation.”

Two years ago Prudential’s HMO in Balti-
more launched a program to encourage preg-
nant low-income women to come in for pre-
natal care. Instead of parting with a nominal
sum for each visit, as is customary with pre-
paid plans, women are handed $10 in cash.
They not only receive the usual physical
checkups but also are counseled—eat well,
stay off aleohol and drugs—in the hope that
they will carry their babies to term. So far
some $40,000 has been paid out under the pro-
gram, less than the $50,000 the health plan
might easily spend on just one premature
baby, and HMO officials estimate that a cou-
ple of dozen premature births have been pre-
vented.

TRY LOW-TECH TREATMENTS

“If I had my way,” says Dr. C. Everett

Koop, former U.S. Surgeon General, “we'd
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have doctors more inclined to have conversa-
tions with patients than to order a battery of
tests.”” Koop is the founder of an institute at
Dartmouth Medical School bearing his
name, which, among other things, promotes
low-tech alternatives to the fancier stuff.
One Koop favorite: a set of relatively cheap
and uncomplicated methods for sparing dia-
betics the foot and leg amputations to which
they are particularly vulnerable. The tech-
niques were originally developed for lepers in
Third World countries, where dependable
electricity and high-tech equipment are
often lacking.

Diabetics, like lepers, often lose feeling in
their feet and ignore sores that can become
seriously infected. But podiatrist Dr. Wil-
liam Coleman of the Ochsner Clinic in New
Orleans, one of the few U.S. institutions that
extensively practice these techniques, tries
to head off trouble, With relatively simple
devices, such as a strand of nylon pressed
against the foot at many points, he locates
insensitive areas and advises the patient how
to avoid injury. When sores are present, he
prescribes special shoes to relieve pressure
on them. U.S. government studies suggest
that these methods could help avert about
half the 50,000 foot and leg amputations per-
formed each year on diabetics. Says Cole-
man: ““Too often these feet are lopped off in
cavalier fashion."

STRETCH THE SUPPLY OF DOCTORS

Why use an expensive physician to fit a pa-
tient with contact lenses, interpret allergy
tests, or even deliver babies if a *'physician
extender' can do the job just as well? The
past decade has seen a doubling in the ranks
of physician assistants—latter-day versions
of army medics, who have two to four years
of post-high school education—and of nurse
practitioners and midwives. FHP Health
Care, a Southern California HMO, is increas-
ingly using physician extenders to control
costs. At FHP's clinics, nurse-midwives,
whose pay starts at $55,000, vs. $150,000 for an
obstetrician, handle more than 80% of the
uncomplicated childbirths.

On its own, FHP trains physician extenders
to do sigmoidoscopies to probe for colorectal
cancer, and to take the place of a second doc-
tor in cataract operations and in
laparoscopic surgery, a less invasive tech-
nique than the traditional kind. Dr. Robert
Larsen, in charge of training and staffing at
FHP, says nurse practitioners can be espe-
cially valuable in taking over routine test-
ing now done by family physicians, who are
expected to be in short supply in the next
few years. Extenders “might not pick up the
subtleties of a problem” that doctors would
catch, Larsen says, but FHP believes it
might be possible to operate with a ratio of
one extender for every four physicians.
Would this deny patients proper care? Not if
the HMO monitors the outcome of treat-
ment—a crucial element in making health
reform work.

THINK QUALITY

Continuous quality improvement saves not
only money but also the time—even the
lives—of patients. In Atlanta the Prudential
HMO found that 80% of its patients admitted
to a major hospital for chest pains turned
out to have no heart disease. Says Dr. Ron-
ald Tipton, director of the HMO’s medical
group: It was habit. Chest pain, bingo, you
go to the hospital.”" A quality team, study-
ing the matter, arranged for more folks to be
examined speedily in outpatient settings
like cardiologists' offices, paring the figure
to 60%.

Cost-conscious HMOs are not the only ones
trying to heal smarter. The Williamsport
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Hospital and Medical Center in central Penn-
sylvania, with 3256 beds, is the smallest hos-
pital to win the Commitment to Quality
award. Given by Healthcare Forum, a non-
profit association of industry leaders, and
the executive search firm Witt/Kieffer Ford
Hadelman & Lloyd, the award is health
care's answer to the Baldrige. Donald Cream-
er, Williamsport’s president, launched the
quality drive nine years ago because a more
competitive environment appeared to be
coming, he says, and "we wanted to survive
and thrive.” In just two years the hospital's
rehabilitation center, which serves those re-
covering from strokes, accidents, and other
impairments, improved patients' ability to
function by 25%, while releasing them sooner
and charging less than the regional average.

GET SERIOUS ABOUT COSTS

Health care spending has skyrocketed
mainly because, in a classic fee-for-service
insurance plan, cost is no object. HMOs,
forced by their prepaid revenue stream to
live in the real world of finite resources,
have no choice but to economize.
Minneapolis's HealthPartners has a guide-
line spelling out when it is appropriate to
use the expensive antibiotic cephalosporin
instead of the far cheaper ampicillin. Kaiser
Permanente's Southern California region has
listed some situations when patients with
knee injuries don’t need costly magnetic res-
onance scans. So great is the potential for
saving additional money, says Dr. David
Lawrence, CEO of Kaiser's parent founda-
tion, that there is no need to ration costly
procedures, say, for the aged. Says Law-
rence: “It will be a long time before we will
have to say, ‘Stop doing something for a seg-
ment of the population because it's too ex-
pensive.'"

The key is not to deny care but to empha-
size less costly versions, even in situations
where doctors may resist. In the mid-
Eighties, drug companies developed a new
form of the dye injected into patients so doc-
tors can view the functioning of coronary ar-
teries of kidneys on an X-ray screen. Fewer
patients get adverse reactions from the new
dye, but the price is ten to 15 times higher.
A year ago Kaiser's Southern California re-
gion, feeling competitive pressures to hold
down premium increases, approved a guide-
line strongly encouraging use of the old, less
expensive version except for high-risk pa-
tients. The only drawback: A small percent-
age of patients would have severe but
nonfatal reactions such as vomiting.

Writing in the Journal of the American
Medical Association, Dr. David Eddy, a con-
sultant to Kaiser who helped formulate the
guideline, estimates that it will cause 40 ad-
ditional bad reactions a year among the re-
gion’s 2.3 million Kaiser members. But the
plan and its members will come out ahead,
Eddy figures. The estimated $3.5 million
saved annually would be enough, for exam-
ple, to aggressively seek out women who
have not received Pap tests, thereby prevent-
ing 100 deaths from cervical cancer. Compli-
ance isn't mandatory, though radiologists
must fill our a form when they use the ex-
pensive dye and state their reasons. The
guideline must be having some effect be-
cause Kaiser has been buying less of it.

PICK NEW TECHNOLOGIES WITH CARE

Organ transplants, artificial hips, geneti-
cally engineered drugs, and other dazzling
advances have also helped put health care
spending in overdrive. Gerald Kominski, a
researcher at UCLA, figures that ‘‘tech-
nology diffusion’ has accounted for a third
of the rise in hospital costs for Medicare pa-
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tients along. But why isn't this trend offset
to a significant degree by technologies that
cut costs, as they do in such fields as elec-
tronics? Part of the problem, says Kominski,
is that under the perverse incentives of fee-
for-service medicine, doctors err on the side
of more technology, not less. “*If the service
is insured,” he says, “‘and it's not going to do
any harm even though you don't know it's
beneficial, why not go ahead?"

HMO’s often put their food down on ques-
tionable technologies. “'If the patient insists
even though it doesn’'t make economic or
medical sense, we say no," says medical di-
rector Isham of HealthPartners. But it's not
easy to turn down a woman with advanced
breast cancer who insists on bone marrow
transplants costing $90,000 to $150,000. One of
the most controversial treatments in medi-
cine today, these subject the patient to high-
dose chemotherapy, which gravely weakens
the immune system. Then, to restore immu-
nity, doctors reinfuse some of the woman's
own bone marrow that was removed and
stored in advance. The treatment alone kills
up to 12% of patients. fewer than one woman
in four survives for five years after the
transplants.

That's an improvement over standard-dose
chemotherapy without transplants, advo-
cates of this technique argue. But the Na-
tional Cancer Institute, which is sponsoring
clinical trials, considers the issue unre-
solved. In the meantime, some women are
suing successfully to force insurers to pay
for the transplant, and two states have
passed laws that would require more of
them.

Dr. Don Nielsen, quality consultant at Kai-
ser headquarters in Oakland, rightly points
out that the only way to handle such mat-
ters it to establish a national board, with
government and consumer representation,
that would decide when a new technology
has moved beyond the experimental stage.
Says he: “That would level the playing field
among health plans and take the matter
away from the courts.” The Jackson Hole
Group, and evidently the Clinton task force,
also favor centralizing such decisions in one
national body.

INFORM THE CONSUMER

With the kind of information now becom-
ing available, tomorrow's patients could
make today’s look as ignorant as serfs in by-
gone centuries when Bibles were chained to
pulpits. For consumers seeking instant en-
lightenment, Jeffrey Lerner of ECRI, a non-
profit Pennsylvania group that does tech-
nology assessments, hopes to put under-
standable, up-to-date information explaining
hundreds of procedures on a computer net-
work in the next few years. Dartmouth's
Foundation for Informed Medical Decision
Making has already produced five inter-
active video-disks that are marketed by
Sony, with seven more in preparation. These
allow patients in doctor’s offices to seek de-
tailed information about wvarious forms of
surgery and other treatments. At one of
HealthPartners’ medical centers in Min-
neapolis, 42 men over a 12-month period
watched a Dartmouth video on the pros and
cons of surgery for benign prostate enlarge-
ment; all decided against the operation.

The aim is not necessarily to deter sur-
gery—some videos may prompt more of it—
but to give patients a say in the matter.
“Report cards' could also help consumers
choose among health plans if they had a
menu of them to select from. Right now,
aside from data on how many enrollees leave
and an HMO’s own satisfaction surveys—
which don't always ask the same questions—
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consumers must rely on anecdotal, word-of-
mouth information. House hunters checking
out school systems have a much easier time,
since they can compare such objective data
as SAT scores and average class size.

All this would change if HMOs and other
managed-care plans had to supply com-
parable information to consumers on the
quality of their services. That can’'t happen
soon enough for Jackson Hole's Ellwood. He
maintains that one of the most important
boons of managed competition would be ‘“‘the
restructuring of the health system into units
that can be held accountable.” Urged on by
corporate benefits managers, the National
Committee for Quality Assurance (NCQA), a
nonprofit Washington organization that ac-
credits managed-care plans, recently won
agreement from representatives of 30 organi-
zations—among them Blue Cross, Kaiser
Permanente, and HealthPartners—on what
kinds of data should go into a report card.
Says Janet Corrigan, the NCQA's vice presi-
dent for planning and development: “The
fact that 30 managed-care plans are willing
to be compared publicly is a significant step
forward.”

The first data should go to consumers in
1994. Initially, the report card will focus
mainly on how many HMO members get pre-
ventive services, such as prenatal care and
child immunizations, as well as patient sat-
isfaction. Ellwood would like to include far
more information on how successfully each
plan handles ailments. A recent Jackson
Hole paper shows a prototypical report card
with 15 entries rated by symbols ranging
from best to worst, in Consumer Reports
fashion. Five entries show medical out-
comes, such as hip fracture recovery and the
death rate of heart attack vietims.

Couldn’t health plans cook the books to
make their performance look better than it
is? David Lansky, a medical outcomes re-
searcher in Portland, Oregon, who designed
the Jackson Hole report card, says that au-
diting would be necessary. Still, he says,
“the plans can't cook what the public thinks
of their quality.” A groundbreaking survey
of 1,700 members of three health plans in Des
Moines has shown significant variations in
customer satisfaction. Dr. John Williamson
of Salt Lake City, a pioneer in the measure-
ment of medical outcomes and an adviser to
the White House task force, says, ‘‘Customer
satisfaction is a powerful means of getting
plans to pay attention to the consumer."

How badly will they want to? That depends
on whether Washington goes for competition
or controls. Despite the discouraging leaks,
it’s hard to believe the President will not
move his health reform plan back toward the
center, because without broad public support
it is doomed. Says Tennessee Congressman
Jim Cooper, a conservative Democrat who
introduced reform legislation along Jackson
Hole lines last year: “You've got to have a
strong bipartisan consensus when you are re-
shaping one-seventh of the U.S. economy."”

Republican Senator David Durenberger of
Minnesota, a managed-competition backer
who sits on two committees that handle
health legislation, puts it more precisely:
“The Administration has got to come to
grips with the reality that the Republicans
will determine whether this thing passes."
Durenberger adds that the briefing sessions
that Hillary Clinton has held on Capitol Hill
leave him feeling optimistic about what the
White House will send up: ““She’s very good,
very positive, and she's still learning.”
Here’'s hoping he's right.e
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TIBET

e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would
like to speak today about Tibet. It is
easy for the world to forget about
Tibet, a sparsely populated country
high in the shadow of the Himalayas.
What really obscures our view of Tibet,
however, is the looming shadow of
China, which threatens to blot out
Tibet and Tibetan culture forever.

China invaded Tibet in 1950. In over
four decades of occupation, the Chinese
have destroyed over 6,000 monasteries.
Over 1 million Tibetans have report-
edly been killed, including thousands
of Buddhist monks with irreplaceable
cultural and religious knowledge.
Countless other Tibetans have fled into
exile, including the Dalai Lama. The
Chinese have transferred thousands of
Han Chinese into Tibet in an attempt
to flood the indigenous Tibetans with a
foreign population. The Chinese con-
tinue to tear down sacred Tibetan tem-
ples to make way for stores and apart-
ment buildings. The behavior of the
Chinese in Tibet has been called cul-
tural genocide, the deliberate destruc-
tion of a heritage.

I visited Tibet in August 1988 and was
able to see firsthand the suffering that
the Tibetan people must endure. In the
spring of 1989, I urged the Senate to
turn its attention to Chinese oppres-
sion in Tibet just as we did toward
human rights abuses in the old Soviet
Union. I argued that enough letters,
resolutions, and pressure from the
United States could make a difference
in China. I still believe this to be true,
but it will require more than an occa-
sional, isolated gesture.

One such measure in the legislation
that we passed granting most-favored-
nation status for China. It ties the re-
newal of this status to the end of Chi-
nese religious persecution in Tibet,
among other conditions. Although it is
one of many human rights hurdles for
China to clear, we must not lose sight
of this important stipulation, and we
must insist that China retreat from its
oppressive policy in Tibet.

It is particularly important that we
come to Tibet's assistance now, as
China has begun another crackdown on
Tibet. Earlier this year the Communist
Party issued an order to purge officials
in Tibet who are not loyal enough to
the party, or who demonstrate too
much sympathy for the Tibetan people.
Opponents are detained and imprisoned
for even peaceful displays of their dis-
sident religious or political views.

The Dalai Lama is the religious lead-
er of Buddhist Tibet, and I have been
fortunate to meet with him on several
occasions. He represents the spirit of
Tibet and symbolizes all that Tibet
stands to lose at the hands of the Chi-
nese. The Tibetan people are still de-
voutly loyal to him. I was dismayed to
learn that the Dalai Lama was recently
denied the opportunity to formally ad-
dress the World Convention on Human
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Rights. It is shameful that a nation as
notorious for human rights violations
as China was able to exert so much in-
fluence at the World Convention, while
the Dalai Lama—a Nobel Peace Prize
laureate—was excluded from formal
participation.

It is imperative that the United
States take the lead in bringing inter-
national censure to bear on China for
her treatment of Tibet. As each mon-
astery is torn down, as each monk is
slain, a piece of Tibet’'s history is lost
for eternity. And as the Tibetan past
slips into oblivion, so does the Tibetan
future.e

———
BALTIC FREEDOM DAY

e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor the memory of the tens
of thousands of innocent Baltic men,
women, and children who fell victim to
mass deportation at the hands of their
Soviet occupiers in June 1941. Our re-
membrance of this tragic event on
June 14, symbolizes America’s continu-
ing commitment to the Baltic States,
which for so long had been subjugated
to Soviet domination and occupation.

This decade has ushered in a new and
promising era of freedom and hope for
the people in the Baltic Republics of
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia. In
order to ensure that democracy and
freedom continue to develop, our Na-
tion and the international community
must support the efforts of the Baltic
States to strengthen their sovereignty
and independence from their powerful
neighbor to the east.

During 1990, all three Baltic Repub-
lics proclaimed their independence
from the Soviet Union. Shortly after-
ward, the fledgling governments weath-
ered a renewed military threat during
the August 1991 coup attempt led by
Soviet hard-liners. Since then, great
strides have been made by these deter-
mined people to safeguard their sov-
ereignty, developing democratic insti-
tutions and reforming and restructur-
ing their economies. Still, much more
needs to be accomplished. Fifty years
of unjust Soviet occupation have done
great damage to the economie, politi-
cal, and social institutions of the Bal-
tic States. Our role must be one of pro-
viding assistance to these nations in
their efforts to become vital members
of the world community.

Today, while all of the Baltic States
enjoy international recognition as
independent nations, their fundamen-
tal sovereignty continues to be vio-
lated by the continuing presence of
thousands of Russian troops. My col-
leagues and I continue to urge our Gov-
ernment and other nations to press for
an end to this inexcusable infringe-
ment that has endured even after the
end of the cold war and the collapse of
the Soviet Union.

On April 1, 1993, before the Clinton-
Yeltsin economic summit, 16 Senators
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joined me in writing to President Clin-
ton, urging him to remind President
Yeltsin of the United States commit-
ment to ensuring the early, orderly,
and complete withdrawal of Russian
troops from the Baltics. It is my firm
belief that as Russia moves to embrace
democratic ideals and traditions, it
must also be supportive of other newly
independent states.

As we remember the mass deporta-
tion of the Baltic peoples away from
their homelands, we must renew our
conviction and determination to ensure
that the Baltic States gain absolute
independence.®

THE NEED FOR CREATING A SIN-
GLE, INDEPENDENT FOOD SAFE-
TY AND INSPECTION AGENCY

e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President,
I rise today to urge my colleagues’ sup-
port for a bill that will initiate a
much-needed reform of the Govern-
ment's food safety and inspection sys-
tem.

Next week I will introduce my pro-
posal to integrate the Government’s
food safety and inspection powers in a
single, independent agency. This agen-
cy would issue a uniform set of regula-
tions, and apply the latest techno-
logical know-how to the Government’s
food testing procedures.

Just last Friday on National Public
Radio’s “Talk of the Nation' show,
Lester Crawford, executive vice presi-
dent for Science of the Food Processors
Association and former administrator
of the USDA's Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service under President Bush, said
that he considers the creation of a sin-
gle, integrated Government agency a
“‘terrific idea."

“'m one of the few still-living
human beings who worked in all agen-
cies * * * and I always wondered why it
was that we were not all reporting to
the same Cabinet secretary. I think it
would be a capital idea,” Crawford
said.

The Nation’s good health depends on
a safe, diverse, and affordable food sup-
ply. Please join me in creating the food
safety and inspection system Ameri-
cans deserve.e

THE TRIAL OF THE TIRASPOL SIX

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, on
February 24, 1993, I placed a statement
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD with re-
gard to the arrest and detention of six
citizens of the Republic of Moldova:
Ilie Ilascu, Alexandru Lesco, Andrei
Invantoc, Viaceslav Garbuz, Tudor
Petrov, and Petru Godiac. At that
time, these men were in prison, await-
ing trial for the murders last spring of
two local officials in the separatist
Dniestr Republic. While not wishing to
prejudge any legal proceeding, it
seemed clear to me that the cir-
cumstances surrounding this case and
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the treatment of the detained men de-
served careful scrutiny from the
human rights community worldwide.
That is why in December 1992, Helsinki
Commission Cochairman STENY HOYER
and I sent a cable to the general pros-
ecutor in Tiraspol, Boris Luchik, urg-
ing humane treatment for the pris-
oners and immediate access by rep-
resentatives of international organiza-
tions.

Unfortunately, despite increased
international attention and concern,
the treatment of these six men and the
conduct of their current trial—which
began on April 21, 1993—continues to
fall short of international human
rights standards. Indeed, the legit-
imacy of the court itself is in question,
as the self-proclaimed Dniestr Republic
is not recognized as a sovereign state.
International human rights observers
from the Romanian Helsinki Commit-
tee and the International Human
Rights Law Group have described a
courtroom atmosphere in which the de-
fendants were held in cages while the
openly hostile audience jeered and
cried out against them, creating a
highly prejudicial atmosphere.

In its assessment of the fifth hearing
of the trial of the Tiraspol Six, which
took place on May 24, 1993, the Inter-
national Rights Law Group raised
three serious concerns about the fair-
ness of the trial:

First, there is some guestion regard-
ing the court’s impartiality, mandated
by article 10 of the Universal Declara-
tion on Human Rights and article 14 of
the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights;

Second, some of the defendants' law-
yvers have exhibited reluctance to fully
defend their client's interests as re-
quired by article 11 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights and arti-
cle 14 of the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights; and

Third, the court rejected a defense
attorney’s request for an investigation
into human rights violations against
the defendants during their detention
under article 14 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
despite credible allegations of wrong-
doing.

Members of the Helsinki Commission
staff met June 24, with a delegation of
Moldovan parliamentarians, which in-
cluded one of the defense attorneys for
the Tiraspol 8Six, Mr. Gheorghe
Amihalachioaie. They shared with the
Commission their serious concern for
the fate of these men, and presented us
with a Declaration of the Parliament
of the Republic of Moldova on the trial
of the six detainees.

As Chairman of the Helsinki Com-
mission, I once again appeal to the au-
thorities in Tiraspol to demonstrate
their respect for international law by
ensuring human treatment for the de-
tainees, and a fair trial by an independ-
ent, impartial, and legally constituted
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court. Cochairman HOYER and I have
sent a telegram to Mr. Igor Smirnov of
the executive committee of the city of
Tiraspol urging him to comply with
these requests. The Helsinki Commis-
sion will continue to monitor carefully
the case against the Tiraspol Six.e

TRIBUTE TO JOHN PERKINS, TIRE-
LESS ADVOCATE FOR WORKING
MEN AND WOMEN

e Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise
to offer a well-deserved tribute today
to a friend, an outstanding American
and a tireless advocate for working
men and women: Mr. John Perkins.

For more than four decades, John
Perkins has been an integral part of
the American labor movement, serving
since 1982 as director of the AFL-CIO’s
Committee on Political Education
[COPE].

Mr. Perkins has numerous titles.
Labor leader. Parent. Political analyst.
Organizer. But above all, John Perkins
is a builder.

More than 40 years ago—in 1952—
John Perkins joined the Carpenters
Union in Elkhart, IN. He served as
business manager of his local for 11
years. During that time he rose to
leadership of the Indiana State Build-
ing and Construction Trades Council.

John Perkins then turned his talents
to the national level. He joined the
COPE staff in Washington in 1971, and
became director in 1982.

Howell Raines wrote in the New York
Times the following year—1983—that
John Perkins is widely credited among
Democratic Party professionals with
bringing modern campaign technology
and an aggressive new spirit to COPE,
the political arm of the federation.

Several months before his appointment as
COFE director, Mr. Perkins impressed union
leaders by organization the Solidarity Day
March in Washington September 19, 1981. He
got credit for assembling a crowed of more
than 200,000 * * *,

Indeed, that is John Perkins’ trade-
mark—organize and get results. During
his 20-plus years with COPE, he built
coalitions, he built respect, and he
built power for the working men and
women of this country.

Much of the landmark legislation of
the last two decades to expand voter
registration, to help workers, to pro-
mote fairness, and to ensure human
dignity has built on foundations laid
by the handiwork of John Perkins. In a
fitting tribute during his final year as
COPE director, Congress approved the
motor-voter bill to enhance public par-
ticipation in our democracy.

‘*John Perkins has worked tirelessly
to modernize COPE into what it is
today—the envy of State and national
political operations for both parties,”
said AFL~CIO President Lane Kirkland
this spring. No one could have said it
better.

John Perkins now enters into richly
deserved retirement. We are sad to see



July 13, 1993

him go. But perhaps we should remem-
ber the words of another famous labor
leader, Joe Hill of the IWW, who just
before his passing away said to a
friend, “Don’t waste any time mourn-
ing—organize.”

That is the true spiritual meaning of
John Perkins’ work for the American
labor movement. John Perkins is a
builder. He devoted his career to build-
ing progress, which can be seen every
day in lives of countless men and
women who have been affected by his
leadership.e

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, JULY
14, 1993

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until 9 a.m. on Wednes-
day, July 14; that following the prayer,
the Journal of proceedings be deemed
approved to date and the time for the
two leaders reserved for their use later
in the day; that there then be a period
for morning business not to extend be-
yond 10:30 a.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 5
minutes each, with the first hour of
morning business under the control of
Senator WALLOP, or his designee, and
that Senator BENNETT be recognized
for up to 30 minutes; and that the Sen-
ate then resume consideration of S. 185,
as under the previous order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the
previous order just referred to provides
that a vote will occur at 10:30 a.m. to-
morrow on the Roth amendment to S.
185. So all Senators should be aware
that a vote will occur on, or in relation
to, I should say, the Roth amendment
at 10:30 a.m. tomorrow.

Senators should also be prepared for
a lengthy session tomorrow and on
Thursday, as we attempt to make
progress on this bill. We have been ad-
vised by our Republican colleagues
that they wish to offer a number of
amendments. We have not yet been ad-
vised of the substance of those amend-
ments. I encourage any Senator who
has an amendment to be prepared to
come to the floor and offer it during
the day tomorrow. We will have a
lengthy session tomorrow and Thurs-
day, as is necessary to make what I
hope will be good progress on this bill.

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW
AT 9 A.M.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate today, I now ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand in
recess, as previously ordered.
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There being no objection, the Senate,
at 5:27 p.m., recessed until Wednesday,
July 14, 1993, at 9 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate July 13, 1993:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

JAMES J. BLANCHARD, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO CANADA.

WALTER C. CARRINGTON, OF MARYLAND, TO BE AM-
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE FEDERAL RE-
PUBLIC OF NIGERIA.

JEFFREY DAVIDOW, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER-
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA.

THOMAS J. DODD, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO
BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO
THE ORIENTAL REPUBLIC OF URUGUAY.

STUART E. EIZENSTAT, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA, TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA TO THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES, WITH THE
RANK AND STATUS OF AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY
AND PLENIPOTENTIARY.

DONALD C. JOHNSON, OF TEXAS, A CAREER MEMBER OF
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF COUNSELOR,
TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO
MONGOLIA.

RICHARD MENIFEE MOOSE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE UNDER
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR MANAGEMENT, VICE J.
BRIAN ATWOOD, RESIGNED.

MARY M. RAISER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, FOR
THE RANK OF AMBASSADOR DURING HER TENURE OF
SERVICE AS CHIEF OF PROTOCOL FOR THE WHITE
HOUSE.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

JAMES E. HALL, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD FOR
THE TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 31, 1997, VICE CHRIS-
TOPHER A. HART, TERM EXPIRED.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

LOUISE FRANKEL STOLL, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AN
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, VICE
KATE LEADER MOORE, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

GEORGE MUNOZ, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, VICE DAVID M. NUMMY,
RESIGNED.

GEORGE MUNOZ, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE CHIEF FINANCIAL
OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, VICE DAVID
M. NUMMY, RESIGNED.

RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION

STANLEY G. TATE, OF FLORIDA, TO BE CHIEF EXECU-
TIVE OFFICER, RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION, VICE
ALBERT V. CASEY, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

CHARLES ROBERT TETZLAFF, OF VERMONT, TO BE U.S.
ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF VERMONT FOR THE
TERM OF 4 YEARS, VICE GEORGE J. TERWILLIGER, III,
RESIGNED.

WILLIAM DAVID WILMOTH, OF WEST VIRGINIA, TO BE
U.S. ATTORNEY FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST
VIRGINIA FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS VICE WILLIAM A.
KOLIBASH, TERM EXPIRED.

FOREIGN SERVICE

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED PERSONS OF THE AGENCIES
INDICATED FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OF-
FICERS OF THE CLASSES STATED, AND ALSO FOR THE
OTHER APPOINTMENTS INDICATED HEREWITH:

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF
CLASS ONE, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN THE
DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMER-
ICA:

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ALAN R. HURDUS, OF NEW YORK

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF
CLASS TWO, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA:

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

DENNIS MARTIN BRYANT, OF VIRGINIA

MICHAEL WAYNE CLINEBELL, OF WEST VIRGINIA
DANIEL GOWEN, OF FLORIDA :

PATRICIA A. MOSER, OF VIRGINIA

CRAIG R. NORDBY, OF ILLINOIS

WILLIAM R. TEEBO, OF MARYLAND

WAYNE J. WATSON, OF TEXAS

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS OF
CLASS THREE, CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES
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IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA:

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

THOMAS X. D'AMICO, OF TEXAS

JOHN F. LORD, OF MARYLAND

MARY H. O'MARA, OF VIRGINIA

JOHN MICHAEL PHEE, OF CALIFORNIA

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF
CLASS FOUR, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
FRANK J. YACENDA, OF FLORIDA

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED MEMBERS OF THE FOREIGN
SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENTS OF STATE AND COM-
MERCE TO BE CONSULAR OFFICERS AND/OR SECRETAR-
IES IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA, AS INDICATED:

CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES IN THE DIP-
LOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:

ALFRED BEN ANZALDUA, OF ARIZONA

CARROLL JOSEPH AUSTIN, OF VIRGINIA

GREGORY L. AVRAKOTOS, OF VIRGINIA

TAMARA L. BAKER, OF TENNESSEE

DAVID A. BEAM, OF VIRGINIA

HEIDI L. BENNER, OF PENNSYLVANIA

DREW GARDNER BLAKENEY, OF TEXAS

DONALD ARMIN BLOME, OF ILLINOIS

ROBERT B. BOYLES, OF VIRGINIA

DANIEL JOHN BUSHEY, OF VIRGINIA

PADRAIG PEARSE DECLAN BYRNE, OF WASHINGTON
KAYE-ANNE CANON, OF WASHINGTON

SALLY A. COCHRAN, OF FLORIDA

DAVID CONFORTI, OF CALIFORNIA

JANICE A. CORBETT, OF OHIO

AMY LYNN DAWSON, OF VIRGINIA

JAMES PATRICK DEHART, OF OREGON

STEPHEN A. DRUZAK, OF WASHINGTON

THOMAS S. DYMAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
LAURA A. EAGLEEYE, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
MARY EILEEN EARL, OF VIRGINIA

LINDA LAURENTS EICHBLATT, OF TEXAS

RUTA DAINAUSKAS ELVIKIS, OF ILLINOIS

MARGO GRIMM EULE, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
STEPHANIE JANE FOSSAN, OF VIRGINIA

JEFFREY R. GERLACH, OF GEORGIA

CECILIA M. GUZIK, OF VIRGINIA

CHRISTOPHER SCOTT HEGADORN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUME

SHIRLEY J. HERVEY, OF VIRGINIA

BRIAN C. HOGAN, OF VIRGINIA

THOMAS SCOTT JENNINGS, OF ILLINOIS

RUSSELL P. JOHNSON, OF FLORIDA

HARRY RUSSELL KAMIAN, OF CALIFORNIA

PAUL E. KIECHLIN, OF VIRGINIA

MARC E. KNAPPER, OF CALIFORNIA

SUSAN MICHELLE KOHN, OF FLORIDA

MARGARET L. KONSKI, OF VIRGINIA

BLAIR L. LABARGE, OF VIRGINIA

WILLIAM SCOTT LAIDLAW, OF CALIFORNIA

BERNARD EDWARD LINK, OF VIRGINIA

LEE MACTAGGART, OF WASHINGTON

DAVID R. MARLOWE, OF VIRGINIA

ROBERT S. MAY, OF CALIFORNIA

JAMES A. NCNAUGHT, OF ILLINOIS

CAROLYN P. MEISENGER, OF VIRGINIA

EAMON H. MORAN, OF CALIFORNIA

MARY JANE PELLA, OF MARYLAND

NEIL M. PERETZ, OF FLORIDA

JEFFREY JOHN PERRY, OF VIRGINIA

LARRY P. PLEASANT, OF MARYLAND

J. BRUCE PRIOR, OF WASHINGTON

DAVID F. REAMES, OF VIRGINIA

CARL M. ROSENE, OF TEXAS

KAI RYSSDAL, OF VIRGINIA

NORMAN THATCHER SCHARPF, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA

C. MICHAEL SCHNEIDER, OF VIRGINIA

JENNIFER L. SCHOOLS, OF TEXAS

PAUL F. SCHULTZ, III, OF VIRGINIA

DONALD MARK SHEEHAN, OF VIRGINIA

JOHN D. SHIPPY, OF TEXAS

JUSTIN HICKS SIBERELL, OF CALIFORNIA

WILLIAM B. SMITH, JR., OF FLORIDA

THOMAS Y. SYLVESTER, OF MARYLAND

ANTHONY SYRETT, OF WASHINGTON

SERGIO ENRIQUE TORRES, OF NEW YORK

HERBERT SMITH TRAUB, III, OF GEORGIA

ARNOLDO VELA, OF TEXAS

J. RICHARD WALSH, OF ALABAMA

THOMAS J. WALSH, OF VIRGINIA

BENJAMIN WEBER, OF NEW JERSEY

LAUREN ANNIS WRIGHT, OF NEW JERSEY

DAVID K. YOUNG, OF FLORIDA

GEORGE J. ZIMMERMAN, OF VIRGINIA

DARCY FYOCK ZOTTER, OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE ARMY

THE UNITED STATES ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OFFI-
CERS NAMED HEREIN FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE
GRADES INDICATED BELOW, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTIONS 593(A), 3385
AND 3392:

To be major general

BRIG. GEN. FRED H. CASE
BRIG. GEN. MICHAEL W. DA |
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BRIG. GEN. GERALD A. MILLER|
BRIG. GEN. GARY J. WHIPPL!

To be brigadier general

July 13, 1993
BUKARTEK, JOHN V. B9 S

ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS
*CAMP, JAMES M. SO0 O0Sa

CANESTRINI, KENNETH B0 St S To be major
*CANNON, CHARLES E. JS0 S S

COL. ALEXANDER H. BURGIN PSP S9N

COL.
COL.
COL.
COL.
COL.
COL.
COL. MORRIS L. PIPPINPSO OO
COL. PHILIP H. PUSHKIN[PSP'CT @M
COL. HAROLD E. BOWMAN BY%'SS'S'oN
COL. THOMAS E. BUCK B9'Sso'aN
COL. BERNARD J. CAH.
COL. CARROLL D. CHILDER
COL. JOSE A. DIAZ PSS
COL.
COL.
COL.
COL.
COL.
COL.
COL.

JOSEPH W. CAMP, JR.JUWOVEEN.

EDISON 0. HAYES oS

COL. EUGENE L. RICHARDSONPSS'SaN.

COL. ROBERT V. TAYLORPBYS SV
COL. ALFRED E. TOBIN 0SS @

IN THE NAVY

ALLEN J. STRAWBRIDGE. JR. PSS

CASS, SCOTT F.Jee oo
*CHANG, ROBERTA K.BooOvoWH
CHISHOLM, LISA P.Jes oo
CHOWEN, STEVEN H. B0 oo @
CLAYSON, EDWARD T. oSS
*COLEMAN, LANG K. s S Sa
*CONWAY, LARRY L. BP0 ST SN
*COOK, JOHN P. e Sred
COOLEY, JUDITH K. 9SS o
COSME, JOEL Je9Sv e

*CRESCI, ANTHONY B. 9SSR
*CUMMINGS, LAURIE A.PYSTC N
DANCHENKO, JEFFREY [Poo' S0
*DEJESUS, ORTIZ A. B O e
*DEJESUS, RAFAEL E BY9'ST SN
*DELANO, KENNETH A.PS¢'SYSE
EDWARDS, ROBERT J.Be0Sve @
FAIREY, JOHN D. Fee oo
FANNING, WILLIAM M. PYoS SN
*FLYNN, DANIEL P. oS o
*GAMERL, JAMES M.PYeSY'S'aN
*GLENESK, NEIL G. Bs0SsSW
*GRAY, ROBERT E. P09 SS9
HANF, DARRELL J .5 Cs oo
*HANSEN, CURTIS S.Je9ere?

*HASEWINKLE, WILLIAM PP OY e

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED ON *HAWKINS, EFREM M. S9SN
THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER HEBRON, BERNARD F.PeeSe SN
THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, HERRON, GEORGIA L.§%9'SSaN

SECTION 1370:
To be admiral

ADM. WILLIAM D. SMITH, U.S. NAVY[REa

HERSCHBERGER, GARYPYS S oW
*HILL, DUANE N. po0 'S 'e @

HOFF, BARBARA H.[J¢s SO
*HOROSKO, STEVE 111 J%%'S%'S
HOWARD, REGINALD W.B¢e S

THE FOLLOWING NAMED REAR ADMIRALS (LOWER *HULKOVICH, PAUL R.[eSea
HALF) OF THE RESERVE OF THE U.S. NAVY FOR PERMA- +*JACOVETTA, GLENN T, e

NENT PROMOTION TO THE GRADE OF REAR ADMIRAL IN  IPPOLITO, ANASTASIABSS S

THE LINE, AS INDICATED, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISION  *JENKINS, WANDA J. [FVSSHeaT

OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION 5912:
UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICER
To be rear admiral
REAR ADM. (1H) GRANT THOMAS HOLLETT, JR. ([ Sl

.S. NAVAL RESERVE.

RE. ADM. (1H) TIM MCCALL JENKINS

U.S. NAVAL RESERVE.

REAR ADM. (1H) JOHN JACOB MUMA

U.S. NAVAL RESERVE.

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICER (TRAINING AND
ADMINISTRATION OF RESERVE)

To be rear admiral

REAR ADM. (1H) JAMES DUANE OLSON, I[RSRgUeRvSll METZGER, MARK A. [HAMAMM

U.S. NAVAL RESERVE.
IN THE ARMY

*JONES, DAVID D.BRe S
JONESLUGO, PATSY R.PeS S S
*JOY, VAN A. B ST

*KOVAK, BR! OB XXX-XXX...
*KOZLOWSKI, LOUIS P. o eSv S o
*LABADIE, CAROL W. BW'e'SY'S'a
*LARKIN, MITZIE A. BSOS
LEDOUX, MICHAEL H.p%%'S'S'9
LEMAY, KAREN A. B9 S9eW
LETT, DONALD R.[F595'G oo
*LITTLE, THOMAS J. [P0 Se oo
LOPEZ, JOSE L. S o
LOWRY, MARK A. BY'SY'S'SS

*MACDONALD, DAVID L. B @SS
*MCDONALD, MICHAEL S. B99Se oW

MELANSON, MARK A. B0 S90S

*MILSTREY, ERIC G. B S¢S
MITCHELL, BARRY L.|J9eS'e

*MITCHELL, RICHARD S.BYS'SYS'a

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE MOORE, TIMOTHY J. Ry
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED *MOSLEY, MURIEL A.JSSv

IN THE U.S. ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 624, *MUNIZ, GILBERT M. [V

TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE:
CHAPLAIN
To be colonel

JOHN W. BRINSFIELD
MICHAEL. L. BROYLESBYW'S''S'as
MICHAEL D. CHILEN B S Sas
GARY R. COUNCELL B/
THOMAS R. DECKER oS San
GREGORY J. DEMMA BReiSaas
ROBERT D. HARRISONPS S STSN
DAVID H. HICKS PSS
DAVID L. HOWARD

GERALD E. MARTIN
JOSEPH E. MILLER

JAMES E. RUSSELL{SVV S
ERVIN L. SHIREY RSS9

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS, ON THE ACTIVE *SMITH, THOMAS

DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE INDICATED *SOUTHWELL, GAR B
IN THE U.S. ARMY IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 624, *STANFIELD, BARBARASS SO SN
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE. THE OFFICERS INDI- *STEPHENS, KATHERINEPYSSSE

*MURDOCK, BONNIE M. [0 8o
NECHANICKY, JEFF A JRo8es

*NEWCOMBE, WILLIAM R. xxx-xx‘-x.,.

ORRICO, DANIEL P. S%%'S S9N
ORRICO, DIANE M. BY'S'SY
*OVERSTREET, HEIDI PSS SN
OWENS, KELVIN B. BYW'Se S
*PAYNE, SAM JR. PO e O
*PELLETIER, JA B xxXX-XX-X...
PERRY, AUDREY L. S s
PERRY, DENISE A P¢eSe'SY
*PERRY, ELAINE S.pY9'a%S
QUINLIVAN, JOHN D. B Eavas
ROBERT, LEON L. [ avaa
*ROUNDTREE, BRIAN T. PSS

*ROWBOTHAM, MICHAEL P Se '

*SCONCE, FREDDIE S90S S
SHAUL, PETER T.J%¢ S0
*SIGNAIGO, JAMES A. [P SS9
SLIFE, HARRY F.J0Se SN
SMETANA, WAY! 3 XXX-XX-X...
SMITH, DAWN M. oS

CATED BY ASTERISK ARE ALSO NOMINATED FOR AP- *STEVENS, MARC J.[RRBeaM
POINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY IN ACCORDANCE *STEWART, ROBERT L.JS@wava

WITH SECTION 531, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE:
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

To be major

*AADLAND, REBECCA L.JRrarad
*APPLEWHITE, LARRY W,
*ARDNER, DAVID R.FR%av S
*BABB, THOMAS A. XXX-XXX.

*BOELL, RAYMOND L. [ s
*BOWER, MARK W. [ ool
BROCKER, DONALD
BUCHNOWSKI, RANDY £

BUDINGER, ANN C.[FEr s

STILL, JAY F. s
*STONE, LAWREN B XXX-XX-X...

XX
SYVERTSON, ROBERT L.[pee'aea'as
SYVERTSON, TRACEY, L. PSS

*THOMAS, COLLEEN A. [Roaed
*THOMPSON, EVANS, E.J¥EWIV
*TORO, ANGEL M. i
TRAKOWSKI, JOHN 1. Py
*UNGER, JEFFREY M [y
WADDELL, JAMES A. 440
WEIR, ALAN F.[[anav

WEST, DONALD 1. N
*WHALEY, ANTHONY K. [vilwvvy
*WHITE, ANTHONY E. [t
*WYATT, TRACY O. [Jiuteual
YAMAMOTO, ALAN M. [
ZETO, JOHN F. [Feayaas
ZIEGLER, DERICK 1. [V

*DAVIS, MARTHA A _Be S SN
DILLY, GEORGE A. oo ovedn
FINEGAN, FRANCES, E.Beeovean
*GORCZYCA, CYNTHIA, A. PO S e
*GREDIAGIN, ANN %S S

RICE, HOWARD A. feeav e
ROWBOTHAM, LINDA L.[J¥0 S0
SCHNEIDER, THERES ARG SY S
*SHEAR, JAMES J [BY%'SYS'Ss
*SMITH, LOUIS, H [ SesY

*WORLEY, MARIA A YW Se S

VETERINARY CORPS

To be major

*ADAMS, TIMOTHY K. Poeoeo o
*BAUMBARTNER, ROXANN PSS
*BULEY, MICHAEL A. SY9' SO

*WILTSHIRE, NORMAN D. B S%S X

ARMY NURSE CORPS

To be major

*ADELFIO, JANET, S.[Peeoveas
*ALBRITTON, JEFFREY B0 S¢S
*ALTENBURG, SUSAN C.[pse'as e
*ANDERSON, ROGER H. BS%'SYS'as
BAILLY, CHERYL M. BYS' 89S
*BAUER, LINDA M. %S9 SN
*BELL, JOSIE, Z.,BUa o
*BELMONT, CLIF'
*BERES, KIMBERLY A.[%'Sv 'S
*BISSELL, JULIE M.[JY'SYS'SN
*BORK, RAYMOND H.
*BOUCHER, ROBERT L.
*BOYLAN, MICHELLE M.
*BRASWELL, GWENDOL!

*BURGESS, DORIS A.[pYeSY'S
*BUTLER, DAVID R.§¥e SO
*CARROLL, CHERYL E..
*CASSIDY, CARLA L. %9 Sead
CHAPMAN, THOMAS H.
*CHURCH, JAMES A. SW%'STSaN
*CLEMMONS, MARCIA D.
*COX, GEORGE H. oo Soaas
*COX, RUTH M. Fe%'S XXX
*CURRY, SHERILYN

*DAVILAFLORES, YOL N

HODGES, ROBERT S.|
*HOLAWAY, STEVE!

*LEE, JANET Y [JVVawany
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*LONG, GLORIA R.J99 S9SN
*MARCHI, ROBERTRYS 'S¢ SN
*MARK, DEBRA D poavad

*MARTIN, PAUL K|po'ao'S'as
*MASI, KATHLEEN R [JY%W S9SN
*MAXWELL, GLORIA J Pee'as'S'ss
*MCNEILL, CAROLYN M|
*MCPHERSON, TERESA Y

*MORRISMAGEE, MISHELIBWS'S S
*MURPHY, LAURA J S¥S%S1
*MURRAY, CELIA R BYO'ST SN
*MYERS, SUSAN M B0Sas
*NASH, BEULAH L 'S
*NELSON, WADE M.BYoSe S
*NOBLE, LILLY J BR% S e an
*NORTON, PAMELA AP%%

*OBRIEN, VALENTINE A [BS'S0 S9N
PALASCHAK, KRISTENBSS SR
*PARE, JOHN F Be'ae s
*PERKIN, JANE EBWSSES
*PERRA, EILEEN

*PETERSON, DAVID D B%%'S% S
PIEKLIK, SUZANNE R JSWSYEES
*POWELL, JACK R JR0SeaaN
*PYTLEWSKI, JANE BB0 OO
*RAMNARINESINGH, SU
*RAMOS, MARTINEZ A. B9 SN
*RAWSON, HANCE J PSS
*RAY, CAROLYN L.p¥sSV SR
RISALITI, MARIA D JYS'SYSM
*ROBERTS, JENNIE B[B%%'S SN
*ROGERS, LAURA W JRR'avsw
3

*ROSS, ANGELA M.BYSSsSan
*ROTH, STACY A.BNoSSas
*RUIZ, JUDITHER S S oo
*SAVIGNAC, ARTHUR C.
*SCIBA, JANICE M [0S
*SEBASTIAN, BRADFORDISG'E SIS
*SELZER, ROGER A [0S
*SHARP, SIDNEY L [BRe e SN
*SINGH, TONY D.[Joo S e
*SMITH, CAROLYNN 1% a9 a'as
*SMITH, SUSAN G B Sva e
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*SOUZA, KERRY L. B0 SR
*SPEARS, GLENNA M.[p¥eSSa

*SPURGEON, KAREN A. [958 S

*STANLEY, JOYCE D.[pY%'®%'a
*STEWART, DELLA W.[9SYSaN
*STONE, ROCKY L.

SULLIVAN, THERESA M JPST'S

*SUMMERS, ELLEN C.[[poaead
*TAYLOR, THERESA A Jaoaian
*TELLITOCCI, REGINA R3S S
*THOMPSON, CARA L. [Reaeave
*TIMMERMAN, KRISTIN E|BSoa e

*TUNSTALL, SUSAN M. S99 S

*VAN, STONE R.JS S
VOELKER, KEVIN G.Boe'Se'aes

*VOEPEL, SUZANNA K.[Jee S e

WADE, NAOMI B. 9 8YSR
WALSH, KEVIN M. [J0'Se e
*WILLIS, JAMES W. B0 S Sa
*WOODWARD, JOHN B. %S avs
*WRIGHT, MARIE L. S
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